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COMMISSION ON ORGANIZATION OF THE EXECUTIVE 
BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT 


(Water Resources and Power Report) 
Part 10—St. Louis, Mo. 


MONDAY, NOVEMBER 28, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SpPecrIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON WaTER Resources AND PowER 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS. 
St. Louis, Mo. 

The special subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, in room 759, 
New Federal Building, St. Louis, Mo., at 9:40 a. m., Hon. Robert E. 
Jones, Jr. (chairman of the special subcommittee) presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Robert E. Jones, Jr., Martha W. 
Griffiths, and Glenard P. Lipscomb. 

Also present : Representative Leonor K. Sullivan, William C. Wise, 
staff director; William L. Sturdevant, staff member; and Robert 
Morris. 

Mr. Jones. The subcommittee will come to order. This is a sub- 
committee of the House Committee on Government Operations meet- 
ing for the purpose of hearing testimony on the Hoover Commission’s 
report on water resources and power. My name is Bob Jones, a 
Representative from the State of Alabama. Mrs. Leonor K. Sullivan, 
who is our host today, is a Representative from the State of Missouri. 
On my left is Glen Lipscomb, a Representative from the State of 
California. 

May I say at the outset of the hearing today, so far we have approxi- 
mately 50 people who have applied to testify before the committee. 
The committee will endeavor to hear as many witnesses as we possibly 
can. Due to the fact that we will have to leave at a quarter of 4 to 
catch a plane at 5 p. m. to go to Denver, it means we are going to have 
to move as rapidly as we possibly can. In addition to that, in order 
to obtain a cross-section of opinion, or a consensus, we will not be able 
to give special groups any more time than would be used by other 
groups. 

I mean by that we have 35 witnesses who are interested in recom- 
mendation No. 8 of the Hoover Commission on tolls. Therefore, it 
would be impossible for us to take all of those 35. If the representa- 
tives of that group will consult with each other and reduce the number 
of witnesses, then we will make the record available for those who are 
not able to testify so that they may insert their statements in the 
record. 
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Mrs. Sullivan, we are delighted that we could be in St. Louis today. 
We know of your great. interest in this subject. I have served on the 
Committee on Public Wor ks, which hanile the flood control prob- 
lems and I have been familiar with your work and your great devotion 
to the cause of flood control and water resource development at the 
Federal level. We solicit you to go with us from now on. We have 
a good long trip ahead of us and we need all the hands we can get. 
Itisa pleasure to be with you here today. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEONOR K. SULLIVAN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mrs. Sutiivan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I welcome the com- 
mittee and my good friends from the House of Representatives who 
serve on this Speci ial Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power 
of the Committee on Government Operations, to St. Louis. I know 
of your great interest in this and I know that you are very well versed 
in this whole subject. I know Glenard Lipscomb has been emerging 
as one of the leading spokesmen of the Republican Party in this work. 
I am not going to be able to stay with you but for possibly 45 minutes 
because I am on the way to the funeral of one of our colleagues, Vera 
Buchanan, who died Saturday. 

We in St. Louis appreciate your coming here, for every citizen in 
this area has a big stake in the issues you are studying involving such 
things as flood control, navigation, water supply and pollution, and 
reasonable power rates. By bringing this hearing to St. Louis, you 
have made it much easier and more practical for some of our own 
leading experts in these fields to appear before you and give you their 
views and the benefit of their years of experience. 

In that connection, I should quickly poimt out that I am not an 
expert in these matters, and certainly I do not intend to testify at 
any length. Rather, I want to congratulate Chairman Jones and 
the other hard-working members of the subcommittee for your con- 
scientous approach to this complex matter. Our people hear so much 
about congressional junketeering and so on, the impression is often 
allowed to develop that a Member of Congress spends most of his or 
her time trying to avoid coming to grips with our national problems, 
and in having a good time on these trips. Your subcommittee cer- 
tainly is proof of how false that impression can be. 

Every one of us in the House will be looking to the members of this 
subcommittee for guidance in tackling the questions—and they are 
very far-reaching and controversial questions—raised by the Com- 
mission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government, 
the Hoover Commission, as it is better known, and by its Task Force 
on Water Resources and Power. The task force spent many months 
on the study and filed a report of nearly 2,000 pages of technical data, 
In analyzing all of that material for the Congress you, on this sub- 
committee, face a very trying and demanding task, 

It seems to me, from what study I have made of this material—and 
i am not an expert on water resources—that the emphasis throughout 
has been overwhelmingly in terms of how to save some Federal funds 
without regard—with much too little regard—to the value of the 
work which would be abandoned or curtailed through such overem- 
phasized economy. I would call it false economy, for instance, to 
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kill off important and long-needed flood-control projects on the simple 
ground that the dollars- and- cents economic savings from the protec- 
tion might not be worth it in terms of the actual cost. ‘This lets out 
completely the cost of floods in terms of lives, of health, of sanitation, 
of fright and terror. 

Too much of the emphasis of the Hoover Commission report and 
its Task Force’s Report on Water Resources is, in my opinion, based 
on the most narrow of pennypinching policies and theories. 

Tam against instituting a br andnew policy of Government in charg- 
ing tolls, for instance, for the use of the Mississippi River. ‘To me 
that is incredible and unthinkable. Perhaps it is true that it cost the 
Government money for upkeep of our waterways that is not directly 
reflected in revenues. But to put toll booths on the Mississippi and 
stop traffic from moving up and down this great waterway unless it 
pays tolls is, I submit, ridiculous. This river of ours should be devel- 
oped so as to encourage ever greater use, and Uncle Sam will more than 
get his money back in higher income-tax revenues from those who 
enjoy higher incomes as a result of the contribution this river makes 
to the expanding economy of the whole country. 

To me that makes much more sense than just keeping track of the 
costs of development without attempting to show how everyone benefits 
from expanding waterways commerce. 

[ just want to say in conclusion that I know this subeommittee will 
look into the whole field of its inquiry with understanding and sym- 
pathy and concern for more than just the cold arithmetic of the bud- 
getary dollar sign. 

Mr. Chairman, I must ask to be excused in an hour or so to catch a 
plane for McKeesport, Pa., as I stated previously, to attend the funeral 
of one of our colleagues and my close friend, Congresswoman Vera 
Buchanan, who passed away last Saturday. 

I am sure your hearing here will be fruitful. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mrs. Sullivan. Our first witness 
is Mr. Clelle Carpenter, who is representing Governor Donnelly. 


STATEMENT OF CLELLE CARPENTER, COMMISSIONER OF 
AGRICULTURE, STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. CARPENTER. Fine, and thank you, sir. Mr. Chairman and mem- 
bers of the House subcommittee, my name is Clelle Carpenter. I am 
commissioner of agriculture of the State of Missouri. I am a mem- 
ber of the Grundy Electric Cooperative and served as chairman of 
the Missouri Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Committee, 
which was appointed by Governor Donnelly, and also am a farmer 
in Grundy County, Mo. 

I would like to take this opportunity of thanking you folks for 
coming to Missouri to hear the story that some of us have to tell, and 
particularly on the Hoover Commission Report on Water Resources 
and Power. I think you are using good judgment and much foresight 
in going out and hearing what the people have to say. I think by 
virtue of these hearings you will be in a much better position to cope 
with the many problems before you as it pertains to this report when 
the Congress meets next January. 
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The statements I have to make are my own. However, I believe 
they do in a large measure represent the thinking of farmers in the 
State of Missouri. 

Mr. Chairman, for the sake of brevity, and I know you have many 
people who are to be heard here, I am going to follow pretty closely 
my prepared statement which I will be glad to turn over to the reporter 
here, and with your permission I will go on through it. I think I 
have made it fairly brief and pointed and I will be glad to be available 
for interrogation. 

My first statement I would like to make pertains to the Hoover 
Commission report on the rural electric program. Ladies and gen- 
tlemen, I say to you with all sincerity that in my opinion if this plan 
is adopted for REA it will be the beginning of the end of this great 
program of providing electrical current to the farmers at a cost we 
can afford to pay. 

Should this plan be adopted, the REA will be abolished and a new 
agency established as a corporation, operated by a Board of Directors 
appointed by the President—oh, yes—under this plan even our elected 
Representatives and Senators will no longer have a voice in protecting 
our interests. 

It is estimated by persons who are in a position to know that in- 
terest on rural electric loans would be increased from the present 
2 percent to a minimum of 5 or 6 percent, and on telephone loans to 
6 or TY percent. If I am properly informed there is expected to be 
a cer tain underwriting charge, averaging around $4 to $5 per thousand 
on electric loans at the time they are made, and a similar charge esti- 
mated at about $15 per thousand on telephone loans. 

Mr. Liescoms. Are you talking with respect to the Hoover Commis- 
sion report on lending agencies, or water resources and power ¢ 

Mr. Carpenter. I am talking both, sir, as it applies to the report 
on REA and also as it applies to water resources. However, I will 
touch on that more definitely a little later on. 

Mr. Lirescoms. So these remarks you are making right now are in 
regard to the lending agency report, which is not before this sub- 
committee ? 

Mr. Carpenter. That is right ;on REA. 

This, gentlemen, will be the result when Congress will not be per- 
mitted to make loans, but the now proposed corporation will be mak- 
ing its private deals with Wall Street bankers. 

‘We, as Missouri farmers, are interested in an abundant supply of 
low-cost electrical energy. We are interested in maintaining our 
resent system in cooperating with the Federal Government and in 
le able to run our own cooperative associations. We have kept 
faith with the Federal Government; under this system we have pro- 
vided electricity to some 175,000 farm families in Missouri, represent- 
ing about 70 percent of the total number. We have carried out our 
agreement—we are furnishing electrical current at a price we can 
afford to pay and we are meeting our interest and principal payments 
as they become due. 

In my statement I do not wish to discount private enterprise, nor to 

cast any reflection on private utilities. They have done an outstand- 
ing job in pioneering the field of electricity; they have made great 
advances in research, and, of course, are fulfilling, as they should, a 
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large share of the overall electrical needs of our State. Private elec- 
trical companies had the opportunity in 1935 to fulfill the need of 
farmers for electricity but they did not elect to do so. Therefore the 
Federal Government and the REA cooperatives came in to provide 
this service. Under the precept that was set out by Abraham Lincoln, 
in which he said: 

The legitimate object of the Government is to do for a community of people 
whatever they need to have done, but cannot do it all, or cannot so well do, for 
themselves, in their separate and individual capacities. 

It is on that precept that the REA program was born, and it was a 
great day for the American farmer when we grouped ourselves to- 
gether and formed REA cooperatives, with the cooperation of the 
‘Federal Government, providing ourselves with electrical current, 
which in my opinion is one of the greatest advances in agriculture 
the past several decades. I shall long remember the old coal-oil light, 
the old wood stove, and hand churn, the old backbreaking washing 
machine, and those old flatirons, that your mother and mine toiled 
over so laboriously. 

Mr. Jones. How do you remember all that, Mr. Carpenter ? 

Mr. Carpenter. I lived there and I remember it well when my 
mother and yours toiled over those washboards, and my wife did too. 
Yes; Iam a grandfather. 

Mr. Jones. Did you ever cut wick to make light? 

Mr. Carrenter. I sure did. 

Mr. Jones. Goahead. You qualify. 

Mr. Carrenter. I sure have. 

We have thanked God that that day is gone forever for over 90 
percent of the farm families in Missouri, and we have looked toward 
the day when it would be gone for 100 percent of our farm families. 
But, in the past few months I have wondered if we have not been 
premature in our assumption that that day was gone forever, in light 
of reports such as the Hoover report and the statements made by some 
of the most responsible officials of the present national administration. 
Agricultural Credit Director Scott told the House Government Opera- 
tions Committee that if the Hoover plan is carried out, “It seems likely 
that REA would operate at a substantial deficit and with little activity 
other than the servicing of loans already made.” In spite of all the 
knowledge they have of the effect of this Hoover plan upon this pro- 
gram and the rural electric users in the United States, some of the 
officials still comment, and I quote: 


A desirable long-range objective which should be more fully explored. 


Gentlemen, the situation in which farmers find themselves today 
makes it utterly impossible to retain electrical service at the cost that 
would be mandatory if the recommendations of the Hoover report are 
made a law of the land. We, the farmers of the State of Missouri, 
have made great strides in providing ourselves with low-cost electric 
current, and, frankly, we do not intend to slide backwards. We have 
had the foresight and the determination to form our own REA associa- 
tions and with the cooperation of the Federal Government have 
availed ourselves with electrical power. We own our own association, 
we control our association through our own elected board of directors, 
we are meeting our obligations, and we expect to maintain our REA 
program as it is today. I assure you that every farmer in the State 
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of Missouri “will fight to the last ditch” to continue this program as it 
presently exists. 

Yes; it is a long w ay to Washington from Missouri, but Missouri 
has been fortunate in the past few years, electing most capable Repre- 
sentatives and Senators who have done an outstanding job of pro- 
tecting our interests on such matters pertaining to the REA program. 
The Hoover Commission plan will deprive us of this great American 
principle, and is coupled with the attitude of the present national ad- 
ministration, wherein they have amply and clearly demonstrated a 
complete lac I of sympathetic understanding of the problems of the 
American farmer and the common man. I urge this committee to do 
all that you can to see that the Hoover Commission plan with regard 
to REA will never be adopted as a law of the land, and that it be so 
soundly defeated that its sponsors will never again have the intestinal 
fortitude to harass the American farmer with such an absurd proposal. 

Gentlemen, I would like to make a short statement on another pro- 
posal of the Hoover Commission report, wherein it states as follows 

That the construction of headwater dams in the flood-control program of the 
SCS would be transferred to the Corps of Engineers. 

I want to say that the Corps of Engineers has done and is doing 
some fine work in flood elated on our major tributaries i in irrigation, 
levee construction, navigation, and on other major projects of this 
nature, but to turn over to this agency the handling of small watershed 
projects is unsound, uneconomical, and will not meet the needs and 
desires of American farmers. ‘The small watershed development is 
a soil and water management problem, which can only be met by close 
working relationship “between the farmer and the trained soil and 
water management specialist, as has been carried out in the past by 
soil districts and other sponsoring bodies, in cooperation with the 
Soil Conservation Service. 

May I pause here to point out again the Hoover committee plan 
proposes to deal the farmer out as to having a voice in the handling of 
the water and soil management of his own 1 land. Under our present 
system farmers can per fect their own org ganization, are privileged to 
elect their own board of supervisors, and to accept, if they wish to do 
so, technical assistance from the SCS, and group themselves together 
to conduct a watershed program to meet the needs in accordance with 
the plans they develop themselves. These plans are developed with 
the aid of trained technicians who will map the farms in their area by 
soil types—recommend to the farmers the soil treatment that would be 
most desirable, recommend waterways, terraces, and so forth, and 
small reservoirs and water impoundments that would most effectively 
serve the needs of the farmers in the watershed areas. This to me is 
the democratic approach to this program. 

The present national administration has given a great amount of 
lipservice to the proposition that the farmers shall administer their 
own program. When I say lipservice, I mean just that, because in 
actual practice virtually every move Secretary Benson has made has 
been directly contrary to this precept. 

In a recent Senate subcommittee hearing conducted by Senator 
Humphrey at Jefferson City, Mo., on the operations of the ASC pro- 
gram, farmer after farmer testified he was elected by the farmers 
in his county to represent them in the operation of this program. But 
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they were dismissed—why? Simply because they were not allowed 
to exercise their own judgment, even in the selection of the personnel 
in their own office, unless it suited the will and whims of the State 
ASC committee, and, of course, this committee is appointed directly 
from Washington by Secretary "Benson. 

Now, the pr oposal we are discussing here today—REA—the Hoover 
Commission is in effect recommending the abolishing of this agency 
and the setting up of a corporation w vith its directors being selected 
by the President. Farmers are no longer operating their own pro- 
grams. Also in the proposal it is recommended that the Corps of 
Engineers t take over SCS functions. 

Here again farmers will have no voice in the handling of the soil 
and water m: inagement program. 

The present national administration farm program has already 
bankrupted and forced off the farm multiple thousands of farm fam- 
ilies, and thousands upon thousands of other farmers are on the brink 
of this happening to them. 

I noticed just last week at a meeting of the National Grange, a 
major national farm organization, they passed a resolution stating: 
that the present condition of agriculture in the United States should be pro- 
claimed an emergency. 

Gentlemen, the two programs I have referred to, namely, REA 
and SCS, are working very satisfactorily now. Are we to assume 
that it is the desire of this administration to deprive us of what little 
benefit we may still have left in sound and effective farm programs ? 

Being fully cognizant of this statement I have just made, I have 
great faith in the American farmer and confidence in the future of 
agriculture. I base my faith and confidence on our American form 
of government and in you and your colleagues who comprise that 
gre: at and distinguished legislative body, the ‘United States C ongress. 
Tt is up to you and your colle: agues to exercise judgment and common- 
sense, and act accordingly, and 1 in so doing I feel sure you will develop 
a sound program to stabilize the agric altural economy of farmers and 
the entire Nation, and in so doing, the Hoover proposals I have dis- 
cussed here today will, I am sure, be so otaiidly defeated that the 
members of this committee who are proponents of these unsound and 
nostalgic proposals will hang their heads in shame. 

In conclusion, may I again state my faith and confidence in our 
form of American Government, which is a government of the people, 
by the people, and for the people. 

Mr. Jones. Any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jonrs. Thank you very much, Mr. Carpenter. I have just one 
question. In the task-force report, volume 2, page 324, in the foot- 
note to the specific recommendations to the Rural Electrification 
Administration, there is this note which I shall read: 

As a result of its investigation of Rural Electrification Administration, task 
group A agrees with the general recommendations of the task force on lending, 
guaranteeing, and insurance activities of the Federal Government to the effect 
that the interest rate on new borrowings should be increased from the present 
2 percent and that some plan should be developed whereby the Federal Govern- 
ment is relieved of furnishing substantially all of the future capital require- 


ments of the rural electrification cooperatives and other Rural Electrification 
Administration borrowers. 
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That brings in to play the task force’s approbation and approval 
of the increase in interest rates for cooperative borrowers from the 
Rural Electrification Administration. 

Mr. Carpenter. That is the way I understand it. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jongs. Now let us read a little further: 

Studies by this task group show that the interest rate on Federal borrowings 


for a 35-year term represented by Rural Electrification Administration loans 
would be considerably in excess of 2 percent. 


I want you to note this next sentence particularly. 


Further, its studies of the operations of Rural Electrification Administration 
distributors in the Tennessee Valley Authority area show that substantial 
equity money can be secured from cooperatives in the form of periodic and 
systematic contributions for the purpose of retiring debt. 

It made a recommendation that the interest rate be increased but 
the only admission that task group A made was that the only coop- 
eratives who had developed enough equity capital to make a loan at 
a lower rate of interest were those located in the TVA distribution 
area. 

Mr. Carpenter. They are not located in the Grundy Electric Coop- 
erative, I am sure, of which I am a member. 

Mr. Jones. Is that not an admission that the other cooperatives 
throughout the country do not have equity capital to get vabitentiel 
loans at a low rate of interest ? 

Mr. Carpenter. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. It says further: 


Some plan for the gradual transfer of ownership of the systems to the bor- 
rowers is highly desirable. 


Who owns the REA’s? 

Mr. Carpenter. We own the REA as members. 

Mr. Jones. So how would you transfer ownership to any other 
corporate body other than the people who own it at the present time? 
Did you have in mind what they might refer to at that point? 

Mr. Carrenter. I think we own it now and want to continue to 
own it. Frankly I think they are talking about the Federal Govern- 
ment not putting any money into this, and the money being acquired 
from private lenders, which is something, of course, as you and I 
know, which would go largely to Wall Street; and there is where you 
and I lose our control and our ownership in my honest opinion. 

Mr. Jones. It continues: 

The particular plan which should be followed in securing equity money in 
order to bring about this result is not within the scope of this task group’s 
responsibilities. 

That is the conclusion of that statement of task group A. That is 
all. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Carpenter, do you know of any recommendation 
in the Water Resources and Power Report of the Hoover Commission 
that recommends or embraces the recommendations or thoughts of 
the task force in that regard. 

Mr. Carrenter. I believe in the statement they made there they are 
recommending that that plan be developed where the change be made 
in the manner of administration, particularly. I don’t know whether 
I know exactly. Would you be a little more specific on it. I have 
read the Hoover report. 
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Mr. Lirescoms. The Hoover Commission report that they sent to 
Congress? The Commission report? 

Mr. CarPENTER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Liescoms. That did not embrace any factor on this subject that 
the task force talked about there, in regard to interest rates. 

Mr. Carpenter. I would assume, Mr. Congressman, that there is 
a distinct relationship between the task force and the Hoover report. 
Is it not true that the task force is a segment of the Hoover Commis- 
sion that has made this report and presented it to you ? 

Mr. Lirescoms. The task force made the studies. 

Mr. Carpenter. That is right. 

‘Mr. Lirscoms. For the information of the Hoover Commission, 
and the Hoover Commission only took those recommendations that they 
felt were in the best interests. 

Mr. Carpenter. Well, frankly, I may have made some misstatements 
here as far as pertaining entirely to the Commission, but it could be 
applied—as I understand it, you are talking about the task force and 
Commission, both. There may be some reference here to the task force, 
but it still all winds up to the same thing. I am against the precepts 
which the task force or the Commission set out when they bring in 
these ideas. 

Mr. Lipscoms. My opinion is that the subcommittee you are ap- 
pearing before today is studying the recommendations that the Hoover 
Commission recommended to the Congress. 

Mr. Jones. The chairman is of the opinion, I want to say, that 
the position taken by Mr. Lipscomb is that of trying to divide sin from 
the sinner. 

Mr. Carpenter. I see. That is hard to do. 

Mr. Lirscoms. There is a slight disagreement on this particular 
thing. 

Mr. Carpenter. Well, we are all against sin for sure. 

Mr. Jonrs. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Carpenter. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. John Buck. Iam sorry, Mr. Buck, but I do not have 
your representation. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN E. BUCK, CORNING, MO., APPEARING ON 
BEHALF OF ATCHISON HOLT ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, ROCK- 
PORT, MO., AND THE N. W. ELECTRIC POWER CO-OP, CAMERON, 
MO. 


Mr. Bucx. I am a farmer. 

Mr. Jones. Are you representing yourself? 

Mr. Bucs. No. I am also president of the Atchison Holt Electric 
Cooperative and Distribution Cooper: ative in Rockport, Mo., and also 
president of the N. W. Electric Power Cooperative. 

Mr. Jones. All right. You may proceed, Mr. Buck. 

Mr. Buck. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 


is John E. Buck and my address is Corning, Mo. I have been aci ively 
engaged in farming all my life and have also spent consider: i le 
time during the past 17 years promoting the REA program in my 


community. I am president of Atchison Holt Electric Cooperative, 
Rockport, Mo. This is a distribution cooperative serving approxi- 
mately 3,000 farmer members. 
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I am also president of the N. W. Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., 
Cameron, Mo. N. W. Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., is a federa- 
tion of eight distribution cooperatives located in northwest Missouri 
and was organized to provide an adequate supply of wholesale power 
at the lowest possible rate for the benefit of the more than 30,000 
farmer members of the cooperatives. ‘This it is doing at the present 
time. 

Before REA came into being the private utility companies had, to 
say the least, a lethargic attitude toward serv ing the farmers of their 
respective areas; except that they would perhaps skim off the cream 
if the farmer would contribute most of the cost of the line. Their 
argument was it was too large an investment to be profitably amortized 
by “the limited use the farmer would make of electric ity. 

Now, some 20 years later, the farmers themselves have demonstrated 
through their own farmer-owned REA organizations, that the farmer 
does have many uses for electricity and that his business is profitable 
after all if the facilities to serve him can be financed at a fair rate of 
interest and the cost of power is not excessive. We read the Hoover 
Committee recommendations with respect to future financing of REA 
and also their recommendations with respect to water resources and 
power and I would like to state to this committee that the farmer 
is greatly alarmed by their proposals. 

We see in these recommendations a plan on the part of certain 
monopolistic interests to remove REA from the picture by burdening 
REA borrowers with excessive interest rates on loans for future 
growth and system improvements and by high wholesale power rates. 

You must realize that when the initial lines are built this is not the 
extent of the ultimate capital investment. As an example, in our own 
system, on our A section, which was designed and built for an average 
consumption of 75 kilowatt-hours per member, our usage is now over 
300 kilowatt-hours per member on the entire system. This has made 
it necessary for us to multiphase many lines and heavy up conductors 
and of course, apply to REA for loans to make these system improve- 
ments. 

This is a condition brought about by normal development of the 
systems and is quite common to REA organizations, and it is there- 
fore very vital to the future of REA that low interest rates on REA 
loans be maintained. The Hoover Commission recommendations 
would bring about a drastic increase in interest rates. 

The Congress has, for many years, wisely held to the policy that 
the water resources of the Nation should be developed for the bene- 
fit of as many of its citizens as possible and not for just a favored 
few. It has seen fit in many cases where power was generated at Gov- 
ernment-owned dams to give preference rights to public and nonprofit 
organizations for the purc chasing of this power 

The amount of power developed at the various Government proj- 
ects is small when compared to that generated in private utility plants, 
but it does have the effect of serving as a yardstick in determining 
what the REA’s shall pay for wholesale power and, consequently, is of 
great value to the farmer members of these organizations. 

If the chairman would permit I would like to enlarge there just a 
little bit. Politically speaking it is interesting but I have been a 
Republican all my life and as far as the development of public re- 
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sources is concerned I have been in sympathy with the policy of some 
of our former leaders such as Theodore Roosevelt and Mr. Norris and 
Mr. McNary—— 

Mr. Jones. I am that kind of Republican. 

Mr. Buck. And Mr. Johnson. I would like to see that type of de- 
velopment continued. I very much oppose, and the farmers I repre- 
sent are opposed, to some commission being set up to have control 
of the development of our resources. I think we would much rather 
trust the Congress than some commission. We would like to see the 
Congress take care of it. 

In conclusion I would just like to say to this committee that, after 
reading the Hoover Commission recommendations with respect to 
REA and water resources and power, I seriously doubt if we farmer 
members of REA had any friends on that Commission and I am there- 
fore asking you to be our friends and recommend to the Congress 
that the above-mentioned sections of the Hoover report be rejected as 
not being in the best interests of the public. 

I wish to thank the committee for the opportunity of appearing 
before you and presenting our opinions on these matters. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Buck. 

Any questions? 

Mr. Lirscoms. No questions. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. Mr. Walter Ploeser. Mr. J. E. Perringer. 


STATEMENT OF J. E. PERRINGER, PRESIDENT OF THE BOARD, 
BLACK RIVER ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, IRONTON, MO. 


Mr. Perrincer. Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Sullivan, and Mr. Lipscomb, 
I will give it to you off the bat. 

Mr. Jones. Give it to usin capsule form. 

Mr. Perrincer. My name is J. E. Perringer. I have been in the 
REA program since 1941. I may say I have been president of our 
board for several years. That is the Black River Electric Coopera- 
tive at Ironton. We serve about 11,000 users. Outside of myself the 

rest of the board are pretty nice gentlemen and we are running a pretty 
good co-op down there. We have about $400,000 in the nest egg if any- 
thing might happen, to pay our bills. 

This Hoover Commission in my thinking is the most—I was about 
to say damnedest thinking thing that has ever come about, directed 
against the farmer and his interests. I believe 946 cooperatives in the 
United States owe the Government approximately $214 billion, or a 
little better. In my judgment that is the best loan the ¢ Government 
has ever had in its history. Iam for the Government. 

Do not misunderstand me. As you know, in the last several years the 
Government did not think any thing about—and maybe it is all right— 
lopping off a billion dollars here and $2 billion here for something. 
And if I get the picture right they have already granted the private 
utilities a tax chargeoff of roughly $3 billion. That is more than all 
of the REA’s owe the Government. 

Mr. Jones. Does the cooperative enjoy a tax amortization ? 

Mr. Perrincer. No, sir; other than income tax. Our personal tax 
and real estate taxes in our particular cooperative—we operate in part 
of nine counties and they run roughly from $800 to $1,000 a county. It 
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is true we pay no income tax. We should not. We are a service or- 
ganization, as I understand it, at cost to the farmer as nearly as 
possible. [ 

They make a big to-do about capital credits. As I understand capi- 
tal credits they just take it away from you and keep it a while and 
hand it back to you and try to mii you feel good. 

So I just say, to go on record, that I am opposed to the Hoover Com- 
mission as it relates to REA; and I might say further I am for public 
power as it relates to REA. Here is our trouble. I do not particu- 
larly fall out with the private utilities, but it just seems like continu- 
ally they are on our noel If this Hoover Commission is accepted you 
in Congress will lose control of it and we lose control of it and REA, 
and I do not know what will happen to the nine-hundred-odd coopera- 
tives. They will just scatter out, I presume. It means too much to the 
country people like Mr. Carpenter. 

I was raised on a farm. I have farmed all my life. I am 67 years 
old and I believe I know some of the problems of the farmer. I live 
in the Ozarks where there are places—and you know what it is—where 
the owls roost with the chickens. They are good folks and they should 
have electricity; and most of them, thank God, have got it. We are 
about 95 percent covered in our area. 

There is one other thing. This may not be on this subject directly, 
but indirectly it is. I was in Washington 2 weeks ago today. I had 
a little time and went down to the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion’s office and talked to a Mr. Donnelly for an hour. I had this with 
me and he had many there on the desk. Have you seen this thing? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Prerrincer. I would give anything in the world to know—and 
I think I know who got that up. Here is a most false statement. We 

' : a ; 7 d 
pay 3 percent in savings banks. There is not a bank in Missouri that 
will pay you 3 percent on savings. He said there were plenty of them 
in Washington and I said, “Show them to me.” Then he got off on 
easy Government bonds. I said, “Mr. Donnelly, that is a different 
story altogether.” 

Take out a minute and read some of these questions. The way 
they are framed is terrible, just in an old farmer’s language. “To 
what extent have farmers acquired ownership of the rural electric co- 
op in your area?” I have been a Farm Bureau member 30 years. I 
asked him and said, “I have been paying you $5 a year up to the last few 
years and 1 have paid you $10 a year. I like it. I think the Farm 
Bureau is a good organization. What have I got from you to show /” 
We have one $5 membership in our REA. 

Then it goes on here, “How does the individual member know the 
amount of his equity in the assets of the cooperative ?” 

Mr. Jones. Will you excuse me? You can see I travel in the pret- 
tiest of company. This is Mrs. Griffiths, the Representative from the 
State of Michigan. 

Mr. Perrincer. I am delighted to meet you. My name is Ed Per- 
ringer. So it goes on here. I do not want to take your time but 
when you get to the national level in the Farm Bureau the bureau 
changes in my opinion. 

Mr. Jonrs. Thank you, Mr. Perringer. Are there any questions / 

Mr. Lirscoms. No questions. 
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Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. Mr. Ploeser. Has he arrived 
yet? Mr. Truman Green. Mr. Green, will you identify yourself? 


STATEMENT OF TRUMAN GREEN, MANAGER, CENTRAL ELECTRIC 
POWER COOPERATIVE, JEFFERSON CITY, MO. 


Mr. Green. I am Truman Green, manager of the Central Electric 
Power Cooperative with offices in Jefferson City, Mo. This coopera- 
tive is one of the so-called G. and T. cooperatives here in Missouri, of 
which there are 5 or 6, I believe, who practically serve wholesale power 
and transmit it to most of the distribution cooperatives for resale to 
the final user. 

Mr. Jones. What is your total capacity, Mr. Green ? 

Mr. GreEN. We have a generating plant of 15,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Jones. Is that all? 

Mr. Green. Yes. 

Mr. Jonres. Do you buy any power from the Government? 

Mr. Green. Yes. In fact a substantial amount of our power is 
bought from the Government, from the SPA. 

Mr. Jones. How much do you acquire from SPA? 

Mr. Green... About 30,000 kilowatts from them, which is in combina- 
tion with our steam plant. 

Mr. Jongs. That is all hydro? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonss. That makes a total of 45,000 kilowatts ? 

Mr. Green. Approximately so. 

Mr. Jones. And that is the total amount you distribute to your 
member cooperatives / 

Mr. Green. Over our system; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. How many cooperatives are you supplying at the 
present time? 

Mr. Green. Indirectly, about 16. 

Mr. Jones. How many customers are on that? 

Mr. GREEN. Approximately 90,000. 

Mr. Jonrs. Well, you have got a low consumption then, haven’t you? 

Mr. GREEN. Well, yes. Of course, this area that we serve with 
power is the central part of the State and south-central, all down 
through Arkansas. Through that whole area, as you might know, the 
consumption per user is relatively low. That is mostly the Ozark 

region. In fact a lot of the REA program built in all that area was 
absolutely dependent on our Government power source through SPA. 

Mr. Jones. Are you getting any power from Bull Shoals? 

Mr. GREEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. What percent of the power at Bull Shoals are you 
acquiring ¢ 

Mr. Green. It is pretty hard to tell. It is interconnected with the 
rest of the dams of the Government and it is difficult to tell where it 
comes from actually. 

Mr. Jones. You do not have that information ? 

Mr. Green. I do not know. We take out power from Bull Shoals. 
That is our connection point; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. What other projects are SPA acquiring power from in 
the way of hydro plants? 
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Mr. Green. SPA has a series, I believe, of 8 or 9 dams in the South- 
west which are interconnected. 

Mr. Jonrs. Do you know the names of those dams? 

Mr. Green. I can give you most of them, yes: Norfork Dam, Bull 
Shoals Dam, Tenkiller, Denison Dam. Those are the ones that are 
directly interconnected. Then there are isolated projects of which 
some are Blakely Mountain, Whitney, and Narrows Dams. 

Mr. Jones. But these are the principal ones? 

Mr. Green. ‘The principal ones connected to the system with which 
we are familiar. I would like to impress on you the economic position 
we are In. 

Mr. Jonrs. Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Green. No. Our economic position is this: Back in 1948 and 
1949, right when the cooperatives really hit the expansion program, 
it came to a point where it was quite doubtful whether feasibility or 
payout could be made to build these lines out into these areas. The 
only way it could be done was low-cost power. In a number of in- 
stances studies were made to build powerplants to generate your own 
power to help bring the cost down. ‘The cost from the private power 
company sources was relatively high. 

Mr. Jones. What is the cost from your thermal plant? What is the 
cost of your operation ? 

Mr, Green. Approximately 6 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Jones. And you are getting only 15,000 kilovolts from it ? 

Mr. GREEN, Yes. 

Mr. Jonrs. Is it running at all hours to capacity ? 

Mr. GREEN. Oh, yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. You have that much hydro to firm up? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. That is the reason it is quite feasible here, 
which it would not be unless we had Government hydro power to 
intermingle and bring the cost down. 

Mr. Jonres. Do you have hydro you can firm up by the con- 
struction of thermal 5 

Mr. GREEN. No, sir; I do not think so. There will be additional 
when Table Rock Dam is completed. There will be some additional 
hydro power. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know whether or not REA is going to get the 
power from the 7 aie ~~ k Dam? 

Mr. Green. Well, are not assured of that at all. In fact, it is 
one reason why I am fen today. 


Mr. Jones. Have you been in negotiation with the Department of 
the Interior? 


Mr. Green. Yes, sir; we are now. 

Mr. Jones. What have been the results of your discussion so far? 

Mr. Green. We have not concluded anything so far. We are in the 
process of negotiations now but reached no conclusions at all yet for 
our final determination of how much power we will get. 

Mr. Jones. Have they submitted the proposition of cost of the 
ere based on the authorization of the project as approved by the 

Federal Power Commission ? 

Mr. Green. They are in the process of making a study now on rates, 


which we understand in this case will have to be approved by the 
Federal Power Commission. 
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Mr. Jones. Are the rates in general agreement with the estimates 
made and submitted by the Corps of Engineers and the Federal Power 
Commission as to the cost of the power ? 

Mr. Green. I cannot say for sure. I believe they will be in line 
with what the Corps of Engineers and the Federal Power Commission 
will approve. They will have to be. Which we do not think is right. 

Mr. Jones. Why ? 

Mr. Green. We think they have saddled entirely too much of the 
cost on power for the other benefits in the projects. 

Mr. Jones. Did you make your objec sass at the time the project was 
authorized as to the allocation of costs? 

Mr. Green. We made our wishes known in lots of places wherever 
we thought it would help. But at least in the last few years our pleas 
have fallen on deaf ears. We get nohelp. There are three agencies— 
the Bureau of the Budget, Interior, and the Federal Power Com- 
mission—which have come to some agreement on cost allocation, 
which we think is very—which puts too much burden on the power 
itself. 

Mr. Jones. You mean the Bureau of the Budget is making a differ- 
ent cost allocation than was originally authorized by the enabling 
legislation passed by the Congress. 

“Mr. Green. We think so, yes. 

Mr. Jones. Did the Federal Power Commission submit to you as 


one of the negotiators for your cooperative, a different figure than that 


submitted by the Corps of Engineers with its report on the project 
when it was authorized ? 

Mr. Green. We understand all three departments had a different 
cost figure. 

Mr. Jones. Wait a minute. Let us get back to the authorization. 
This project was authorized by the Congress in the Flood Control 
Act of what year? Do you recall? 

Mr. Green. I do not ‘know. Table Rock work was started a couple 
of years ago and it is again being put under construction now. Just 
what act it was I do not remember. 

Mr. Jones. Let me go back. Evidently you misunderstood the first 
question that got us astray. Are you at the present time negotiating 
with the Southwestern Power Administration for the acquisition of 
a block of power to be procured at Table Rock at the time of its 
completion ? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. What have been the results of your negotiations up to 
the present ieee’ 

Mr. Green. We have not any definite commitment whatever. In 
fact, the Department of the Interior has the entire project under study, 
awaiting what developments I do not know. 

Mr. Jones. What is the completion date of the dam? 

Mr. Green. The completion date of the dam is 1959. 

Mr. Jones. All right. Now you go ahead. 

Mr. Green. I intended to stress the fact that the cooperatives in 
rural Missouri have borrowed their money with the feasibility studies 
based on the combination of our locally generated steam power with 
the Government’s hydropower, under the preference provision of the 
Flood Control Act. We understand in his Hoover Commission re- 
port that one of the recommendations is to eliminate the preference 
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clause as such which naturally throws it open to the fact that to a 
large extent the highest bidder, or at least the one who can come and 
get the power the easiest, will be the one who gets the power. 

We strongly oppose any such move; and because of the tremendous 
investments we have based on the laws as they stand and as they have 
been for years, and also on the fact that future power at future dams 
will be made available, if they do not become available we will be 
stymied in our growth in the rural area. 

“Mr. Jones. What dams are you talking about except Table Rock? 

Mr. Green. Congress authorized 2 or 3 more we understand in this 
area. Eufaula is 1, and they also authorized money for studies on 
1 or 2 others; Beaver Dam in Arkansas, and Dardanelle, which pos- 
sibly in years to come will come in. 

Mr. Jones. Dardanelle was authorized in 1950 or 1952; was it not? 

Mr. Green. I think the authorization probably was. I do not be- 
lieve there has been any construction program. 

Mr. Jones. No planning money. 

Mr. Green. No planning money. So we are highly interested in 
protecting our investment. As you will remember, we have these 
35-year loans which we must pay back, and the only way we can do 
it is maintain the policies we thought were going to continue for years 
and years, and we are hoping the Cc ongress will maintain it. 

We think this report simply throws those polices out, or stymies 
them to the extent it will ruin our prospects in the future. 

Mr. Jones. Are you buying any power from any private utility a 
the present time ? 

Mr. Green. No, sir. Our local cooperatives bought in general 
practically all of their power from the private utilities, and some of 
them from municipal plants a few years back. 

Mr. Jones. Are you selling any power to the so-called private: 
utilities ? 

Mr. Green. No, sir. We are operating completely independent. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have interconnection ¢ 

Mr. Green. Not at the present time. 

Mr. Jones. Are they transmitting any power for you? 

Mr. Green. No, sir. 

Mr. JONES. Are they wheeling any power ? 

Mr. Green. No. 

Mr. Jones. Who constructed your transmission lines? Was it 
REA? 

Mr. Green. We constructed them ourselves. 

Mr. Jones. What percent of the loans do you have invested in trans- 
mission in comparison ya the total indebtedness of the cooperative 

Mr. Green. I would say about—and this is an approximate guess— 
about 25 percent. 

Mr. Jonrs. Of the total cost ? 

Mr. Green. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. What is the cost of the transmission? At the present 
time what is your cost per kilowatt? Have you made any caleula- 
tions as to transmission cost ¢ 

Mr. Green. I do not quite understand what you mean now. 

Mr. Jones. You say you have about 25 percent of the total cost of 
the cooperative in transmission facilities. Is that right? 

Mr. Green. Thot is right. 
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Mr. Jonres. Now what is the cost per kilowatt of your transmis- 
sion? In other words, you have a certain cost allocated to trans- 
mission. 

Mr. Green. Per kilowatt of load, you mean ? 

Mr. Jones. That is right. 

Mr. Green. That is about $500 a kilowatt. I believe that is what 
it will come out to. 

Mr. Jones. $500 a kilowatt ? 

Mr. Green. I will tell you awful quick. That is approximately 
right. 

“Mr. Jonzs. About $500 per kilowatt per year ? 

Mr. Green. That is right. No; that is total investment per kilo- 
watt. 

Mr. Jones. I am not talking about your total investment. I am 
talking about your operation. I am not talking about your invest- 
ment per kilowatt. What is it costing you for the total cost of that 
power in order to transmit it? W hat does your wheeling operation 
cost ? 

Mr. Green. Our cost is between 4 and 5 mills a kilowatt. 

Mr. Jones. For transmission ? 

Mr. Green. In the initial stakes. Our average long-term cost will 
run around 2 mills. 

Mr. Jones. Can you transmit that power to your distributors 
cheaper than you could get a private utility to wheel that power ? 

Mr. Green. Well, in this c: use, yes. One reason we built the lines 
and the necessity for us to build these lines is due to the fact that in a 
number of counties in Missouri there were no transmission lines 
whatever. 

Mr. Jones. If recommendation No. 11, section (b), came into effect, 
which reads— 
that no further building of transmission lines be undertaken where such trans- 
mission service can be provided by non-Federal agencies— 
and if you had to rely on the so-called private utilities, would that 
increase the cost to the ultimate consumer served by the ordinary coop- 
eratives with which you have engaged in contracts ? 

Mr. Green. At the present time, no, because we have already built 
all of the lines; but initially there was no arrangement that could be 
made at all, at any price. 

Mr. Jones. Suppose in the future you have to construct additional 
and heavier lines to accommodate an increased load on the part of 
the cooperatives youserve. Do you think that recommendation No. 11, 
which says that private utilities be engaged for the purpose of wheel- 
ing that power, would affect you? Do you think that they could 
transmit it at a cost less than you could transmit or wheel the power ! 

Mr. Green. I think they could, but they probably won't. 

Mr. Jones. Have you any further statement to make? 

Mr. Green. There is one thing I would like to say here on the whole 
meaning of this thing to us. In this volume 1 of the task force, the 
crux of the whole thing as far as we are concerned, we should like 
to quote 2 or 3 sentences on page 41 which says: 

As the brief review of the history of Federal policy has shown, Federal 
partnership with non-Federal groups has played a part at some period in the 
development of every field of river and stream works. Local governments 
and private enterprise usually bore the major burden as long as total costs 
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remained relatively low, and profits were to be made. When capital costs were 
heavy, when profits failed to materialize, when benefits were too diffuse or 
meager to attract local investment, or coordination was beyond the scope of 
the separate States, the Federal Government began to contribute financial 
support or to provide leadership, or both, for the declared purposes of assuring 
continued sound water development and protecting the public interest. 

That is my understanding of what has been happening in the last 50 
years. Then the sentence right below that says: 

The partnership policy of the present administration is an effort to reverse a 

trend of several decades. 
That to me is the crux of the whole thing. We think that there is 
not one recommendation in the recommendations themselves of the 
Hoover Commission that have any advantages whatever on the exist- 
ing laws if they were properly administered. anes is another thing 
which affects us, which is recommendation No. 8. That deals with 
charges for barging facilities. 

Mr. Jonges. Where are you getting your coal for your thermal plant ? 

Mr. Green. We are going to barge coal now and are setting up to 
do it, and it is going to cause us considerable savings. You might 
say we are a small outfit. 

Mr. Jongs. Your coal comes from southern Llinois? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir; it will: and we are very definitely interested 
in recommendation 8. We think it will stop the progress of the barg- 
ing facilities up our way, and are very definitely opposed to that 
recommendation also. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jonrs. Mr. Lipscomb. 

Mr. Lirscoms. What is the difference between the barge rate and 
the rate for your present method of shipment! I assume you are trans- 
porting by rail now ¢ 

Mr. Green. Yes. 

Mr. Lirscoms. What is the difference in rate? 

Mr. Green. The rate recently, since we started to entertain or build 
for barge unloading, our rate dropped 33 percent on the railway. That 
is the difference. 

Mr. Jonrs. You mean you are going to pay 35 percent less on the 
railroads now ? 

Mr. Green. Yes. We have not actually barged yet but we believe 
the ee rate itself is actually about half the rail rate. 

Mr. Jonrs. Even with your 33 percent change? 

Mr. Gree. Yes. The barge rate itself 

Mr. Jones. Is still half?! 

Mr. — Yes. 

Mr. Jones. What about the cost of loading and unloading? 

Mr. Green. That, of course, will have to be offset. The cost is 
ghtly more to unload than it will be by rail but it is very small 
qui a we operate on. 

Mr. Jonrs. How much do you anticipate saving now with the 33 
pere ent reduction in your rail rate! 

Mr. Green. We think we will save about 50 cents a ton. We 
normally use about 70,000 tons a year, which means $35,000 a year 
just tous On top of that there is the fact that it opens up our pur- 
chasing and the prospects for purchasing in different areas, con- 
siderably. We can even get coal from Kentucky by barge, whereas 
by rail it is completely out of the question. It opens up the market. 
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Mr. Jones. Are you going to own your own barge? 

Mr. Green. No, sir. ~The commercial bar ge lines. 

Mr. Jones. That 50 cents reduction per ton includes the unloading 
of the coal and the leasing or hiring of the barge, and all the rest of it. 

Mr. Green. That is our estimate. 

Mr. Jones. That is your net gain? 

Mr. Green. Yes. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Did you say you had 90,000 kilowatts per month 
from your operation ? 

Mr. Green. No; we have 15,000 kilowatts installed capacity and we 
use approximately 70,000 tons of coal a y ear. 

Mrs. GrirrirHs. How many p 
tomers ? 

Mr. Green. 90,000 farms. 

Mrs. GrirrirHs. How much is the monthly consumption per house- 
hold ¢ 

Mr. Green. I would guess the average in our area is around 175 
kilowatt-hours to 200. 

Mr. Jones. Very low. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. You have 7,500 in your area, do you not, Mr. 
Jones # 

Mr. Jones. Not quite, but almost. 

Mr. Green. Thatisannual. This is aie a month, which would run 
on the order of 2,000 kilowatt-hours a year. It is "relatively low, of 
course. 

Mrs. GrirrirHs. What do you charge them per kilowatt-hour ? 

Mr. Green. The final cost to them is on the order of 3 cents. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Are you competing with Southwestern Power & 
Light? 

Mr. Green. No. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. With Arkansas Power & Light? 

Mr. Green. The companies that are in the area we operate in are 
Missouri Power & Light and Union Electric and Missouri Public 
Service Commission. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. What is their charge per kilowatt-hour? 

Mr. Green. I do not know for sure but they are relatively the same 
for the same service. I do not think there is much difference. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Is Table Rock Dam on the White River ? 

Mr. Green. Yes. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Is that being built with local and Federal money 
or just Federal money { 

Mr. Green. No, sir. It is entirely Federal money. 

Mrs. Grirrrrus. It is all Federal money ? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Mrs. Grirritus. Was there an agreement as to who was to have the 
electricity before the dam was built ? 

Mr. Green. No; not that we know of. 

Mrs. Grirritus. Did you ever have any understanding you would 
get any of it? 

Mr. Green. We have our bid in and we are going to try to assert 
our rights under the law as we understand it. 

Mrs. GrirrirHs. Does this replace that old dam, or will it be in 
addition to the old dam ? 

Mr. Green. No; thisis a completely new project. 
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Mrs. Grirrirus. It will be in addition to it? 

Mr. Green. There is no old dam there. There is one below there, 
owned by private companies—by the Empire District Electric Co. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. That is right. 

Mr. Green. It will remain just as it is. In fact it will enhance 
their use. 

Mr. Jones. How much will it increase the capacity of a dam below 
Table Rock? 

Mr. GREEN. Well, it will increase Bull Shoals Dam, with no addi- 
tional expenditure of money whatever, approximately 25,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Jones. I am talking about the licensee that operates it. 

Mr. Green. I have no idea. The only thing is they will have a 
tremendous amount of constant flow rather than flash floods. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Could you give us the financial history of the Central 
Electric Power Co. in respect to loans ? 

Mr. Green. Certainly. Our initial loan, which was made in 1950, 
was first for $13,888,000. I might say the entire loan is based on the 
execution and approval of contracts with the Southwestern Power 
Administration as the basis of feasibility. During that period 1950-53 
we were under construction. In 1953 we started operating under the 
original contracts of Southwestern Power Administration as set out 
and recognized by everybody concerned. We operated 20 days, start- 
ing on June 5, and on July 1, 1953 

Mr. Liescoms. Talk a little bit louder, will you please, because it 
is difficult to hear you in this large room. 

Mr. Green. The new Congress which was in at. that time did not 
appropriate funds for the Southwestern Power Administration to 
operate our contracts. Our contracts were substantially just abrogated 
or, so-called, put to sleep. We had contracts but they were not 
effective. The Department of the Interior and others urged us then 
to go to the private power companies for some integration agreement 
and to substitute the arrangements. We did make that effort for 
2 years and we did not come to any satisfactory financial arrangement 
at all. The closest we came the rates turned out nearly twice what we 
had under our original arrangement with the Government. 

So, last year we came back to Congress and urged that the Congress 
again appropriate the necessary funds for the Southwestern Power 
Administration operation of our contracts as originally planned. 
Now I am happy to say we are operating under the old existing con- 
tracts and that Southwestern Power Adolinistraiion is making new 
rates, and the thing is going to work ideally if Congress will simply 
continue the arrangement from now on. 

Mr. Lirscoms. What did this last Congress do ? 

Mr. Green. The last Congress again reinstated the socalled con- 
tinuing fund for Southwestern Power Administration which author- 
ized them simply out of their revenues—there is not an appropriation 
but it simply authorized Southwestern Power Administration out 
of its revenues from the sale of power to pay us rentals on our trans- 
mission line and buy this steampower for intermingling with hydro- 
power, and we sell the power back to all of the users in their area. 

Mr. Lirescomn. And you have that authority now ? 

Mr. Green. Yes. 

Mr. Lirscoms. The only loan you had was in 1950? 
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Mr. Green. Yes. 
this amount here. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Is that $3 million in default right now? 

Mr. Green.*No. We are making our payments. You see, we had 
a 5-year moratorium from REA before we started our payments. 
They have just started last year under the original contracts. We 
will make our payments now. If Congress had not come through 
this past year, of course, we would be operating at a complete deficit. 

Mr. Lirpscoms. What did Congress have to appropriate to get you 
back on an operating basis ? 

Mr. Green. To us it was not an appropriation but simply an auth- 
orization for Southwestern Power Administration to use their rev- 
enue. There was no appropriation involved whatever. 

Mr. Liescoms. What amount of money did that amount to? 

Mr. Green. In the continuing fund they allowed SPA to use out 
of the revenue $6 million for rentals and operational cost. They did 
appropriate a small amount of $250,000 in the past year as a tempo- 
rary measure until we could make some amendments in the contracts 
which were desirable and we could start negotiating on those amend- 
ments ; but that is of a temporary nature. 

Hereafter our operations should be out of the continuing fund 
which is simply a working capital fund out of revenues. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you have to repay any portion of the $6 mil- 
lion? 

Mr. Green. We pay it in our rate and pay all of the $6 million— 
we and our other customers. That is in fact the only place SPA can 
get it, is from their income from power. Our revenue is the custo- 
mers who will use all of this power. 

Mr. Liescoms. Do you know whether it is the usual practice that 
loans are made and arrangements are made before Congress approves, 
for instance in this case, the SPA allocation or authorization ? 

Mr. Green. You mean loans made to whom? To the co-ops? 

Mr. Lirescoms. Anticipating congressional approval of tle South- 
western Power Administration authorizations? Or is that unusual ? 

Mr. Green. I would not say it is unusual. I think this loan made 
on this project I worked for, came before the Joint House and Senate 
Committee on Agriculture before it was made and received their bless- 
ing that this contract is all right. Then it was entered into and we 
and the farmers of this area assumed that certainly the safest people 
to enter into a contract with are the Government. 

Another thing that has been since proving quite true is, as you 
might have heard the power companies back 10 years ago—3 or 4 
power companies in this area took these very contracts into ‘the courts. 
Well, just a few weeks ago in the Supreme Court the contracts were 
upheld completely as being legal and correct in every phase. So we 
feel our arguments all through the years on this thing have been com- 
pletely vindicated by the Supreme Court itself, and we are as legal 
as you can get. 

Mr. Lrescome. You pay 2 percent interest on the $13 million? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Liescoms. Do you receive a 5-year moratorium on the interest 
also? 

Mr. Green. We pay interest during construction but it is added back 
to the payments and starts after 5 vears. We pay interest all the 
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time but do not start repaying the interest until the 5 years are over. 

Mr. Liescoms. They add that? 

Mr. Green. They add it to the complete loan. Actually the $13 
million, the interest on construction is added on to that, but that is the 
face value of the loan. 

Mr. Lirscoms. With your present capacity and present sales do 
you anticipate being able to make those payments which are required 
under your arrangement with the Government ¢ 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. We think that the old contracts as originally 
conceived and executed are excellent. We think they are good and 
know they will work. We hope that the Congress will not upset the 
cart and pull the rug out from under us again as they did 2 years ago. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Your answer that you can do that includes all of the 
money you have to repay ¢ 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. If they will simply let your contracts oper- 
ate as executed. 

Mr. Liescoms. If who? 

Mr. Green. The Congress. The contract is still dependent on the 
Congress giving the SPA operating approval of funds to operate on 
out of revenues. No appropriation but simply let it use it like any 
normal business does. 

That is another thing we object to in this report wherein they say 
that all funds will be converted into miscellaneous receipts of the 
Treasury. We object to that as being nonbusinesslike in its entirety. 
Who ever heard of a business not taking out of their receipts enough 
money to operate? We say that is the most businesslike way to oper- 
ate and it should operate that way. But this Hoover Commission 
recommends every dime you take in goes back to the Treasury and 
for any money that you need because you want to hire a janitor, or 
anybody, you have to go to Congress for an appropriation. 

We say any department of the Government taking in revenues 
should be allowed also to pay its operating costs out of revenue as a 
general business practice, like all businesses do. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you figure depreciation as a part of your cost of 
operation ? 

Mr. Green. Certainly. I have estimated that in Missouri alone, if 
this Commission report were adopted on its face value of doing no 
more than we think it would do, it would cost our farmers over $5 
million more than it is costing us right now in increased interest and 
increased cost of power. 

Mr. Lirscoms. How do you figure the $5 million ? 

Mr. Green. Annually. We estimate we would have to pay at least 
3 percent interest on our money. 

Mr. Jones. How are you going to get money at 3 percent when you 
have no more equity than you have ¢ 

Mr. Green. We may not get that. This is taken in the best situ- 
ation under this report if it was adopted. We would have to pay at 
least 3 percent—and we probably could not get that—but if we did 
pay that, and also if the Southwestern Power Administration was 
also paid 3 percent for its money, and all of the things are involved 
that they are trying to saddle on this thing, I come out with around 
$5 million a year our farmers will have to pay in addition to what we 
are paying now. 
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Mr. Lirscoms. You are speaking primarily with respect to recom- 
mendations 9 through 15 on power ? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Liescoms. Do you have any opinion as to the recommendations 
1 through 8? I know you object to No. 8 which is the waterways toll. 

Mr. Jones. And five. 

Mr. Lipscoms. And I assume you object to No. 6, transferring the 
headwater dams to the Corps of Engineers, but how about the general 
water resources recommendations ? 

Mr. Green. Recommendation No. 1 to me is simply a meaningless 
statement. In fact I think that the policies that have been in effect 
for years are completely satisfactory, and recommendation No. 1 does 
not mean anything except the last two items, the first of which is (h), 
which is the one I just referred to where they are converting all of 
these funds back. Westrongly object to that part of recommendation 
No. 1. Also recommendation (i), wherein the Federal Power Com- 
mission is to study and set all of these rates. We think and figure 
possibly other Federal agencies such as the Department of the In- 
terior and the Bureau of Reclamation and others have equally good 
if not better engineers. At least they are equally as good as the Fed- 
eral Power Commission and they can certainly come up with studies 
that are equal to what the Federal Power Commission would have. 

We have no objection to the Federal Power Commission making a 
review. 

Mr. Jones. As a matter of fact they do make a review. 

Mr. Green, They do in our area but I understand in some areas they 
do not. 

There is another place I noticed in here which does not seem right 
to me that says: The Bureau of the Budget shall be given a review 
right to determine what projects will be feasible to build. To me 
you are putting in the hands of the Bureau of the Budget something 
they know nothing about whatever. ‘To me it is an engineering prob- 
lem entirely and other departments have qualified engineers to make 
these studies rather than the Bureau of the Budget. I see no feasi- 
bility in that whatever. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you think they have some financial obligation to 
the people of the United States? 

Mr. Green. They can certainly check the figures. Yes, sir. But 
as far as coming up as to whether or not it is feasible from an engi- 
neering standpoint, I think you are completely off base in putting 
it in the hands of the Bureau of the Budget because primarily I 
assume that the Bureau of the Budget is an accounting setup which 
to me is not the ones that should make the basic study on a project 
with as many multiple purposes as these projects have. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Are you as a farmer completely satisfied with our 
water-resources policy ? 

Mr. Green. I am not a farmer. 

Mr. Lirscoms. You represent farmers I take it. 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Are you completely satisfied with the water-resources 
policy we now have, or the way it is operating ? 

Mr. Green. I think the policy as they have been using it in the 
last 50 years is completely all right if administered properly. We 
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do not think that the administration is being handled lately like 
the Congress intended for the policies as they are on record now. 

Mr. Lirscoms. You goback sometime. 

Mr. Green. Oh, yes. I think the policies are ample as they are 
to control the entire situation, providing you have an executive branch 
of the Government which wili administer it in the light that the 
Congress passed it. 

Mr. Liescoms. And maybe Congress should reevaluate what our 
policies should be and write it out a little firmer. Do you think that 
would be helpful ? 

Mr. Green. I doubt it would be unless your executive branch 
of the Government will follow the line and the intent, because I 
think 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you not think you ought to look at water pol- 
lution and water supply, and some of these other things, a little 
more ¢ 

Mr. Green. I think certainly studies should be made. Yes. There 
may be some clarification that could be made. But, in my opinion, 
the policies as carried on for the last several years are ample if the 

roper administration would be made, with the intent that I think 
it derives from the Congress. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Why is it some of these dams in your area and 
in the area under SPA will operate only at a very small proportion of 
their capacity? Is it because of inadequate water supply, or what? 

Mr. Green. Well, last year and the year before there was one of 
the lowest water years in I don’t know how many. Maybe 40 or 50 
years of record, anyway. Of course, that was quite a curtailment. 

See Lrescoms. They have never operated at their capacity; have 
they ¢ 

Mr. Green. I think they have operated at capacity as much as they 
had water. Yes. In other words, they have never spilled water or 
lost water due to lack of not using it. No. They have been able to 
dispose of the power they have. 

Mr. Lipscoms. But the dams have never operated at the capacity 
for which they were built. 

Mr. Green. I think they have as far as I know. 

Mr. Jones. About the maximum use, or the best you can devise, is 
to get 80 percent of the installed capacity, outside of the rapids sec- 
tion of the St. Lawrence seaway. Is that not right, Colonel? Would 
you like to supply the record with that figure? Eighty percent is 
a high average on the installed capacity of electricity on most streams 
throughout the country. : 

Colonel Wuite. I think that sounds about right. 

Mr. Lirscome. I believe that is all I have. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have any questions, Mrs. Griffiths ? 

Mrs. Grirritus. No. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Green. Mr. Walter Ploeser. 
Is there anyone in the room representing Mayor Raymond Tucker ? 
The mayor sent a message that he would be unable to attend due to the 
fact that he had scheduled an attendance at a convention. Mr. Julius 
Helm. Will you identify yourself, please ? 





| 


er 5 Aly aba tn sah 





an --. be at OK ~~ —_— = 





2 Te ea A 


shane » 


Arona 


a a Sl NRIOL NE a 


ec nt 









































ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT [879 


STATEMENT OF JULIUS HELM, EXECUTIVE MANAGER, MISSOURI 
STATE RURAL ELECTRIC 


Mr. Heim. My name is Julius Helm, executive manager of the Mis- 
souri State Rural Electric, whic h consists of 38 rural electric distribu- 
tion cooperatives and 5 generation and transmission cooperatives 
serving approximately 215,000 rural consumers. 

Mr. Chairman, since I do not have a written statement I should like 
to make a few brief general comments from notes I jotted down last 
night and during the course of the hearings. I feel a great deal of 
repetition could be eliminated and the hearings expedited by my 
emphasizing the fact that I concur wholeheartedly in the statements 
made by Mr. C arpenter, Mr. Buck, Mr. Perringer, and Mr. Green. 

I should like to say further, Mr. Chairman, that I am reasonably 

certain the statements these men have made clearly and honestly reflect 
the opinion and thinking of at least 98 percent of the rural ‘electric 
cooperative leaders in Missouri, which I would like to state are made 
up of approximately 50 percent Republicans and 50 percent Democrats. 
I mentioned the Republicans and Democrats for the reason that this 
is not a political question as far as the rural electric cooperative 
leaders are concerned in Missouri. It is a question of life and death. 

1 noticed after I came in and the president of my board came in, I 
would say I have some 12 to 15 of my board members present here 
this morning. We have a total of 43 board members so we have about 
one-third of them present here. I feel certain that the statements 
that have been made and I am going to make are and will reflect the 
opinion of my board. 

I might add here, Mr. Chairman, we do not intend, that is, the 
farmers in Missouri, to sit idly by and see either the rural electric 
program or the Federal power program destroyed by a group of Wall 
Street bankers who have never had a thought or any concern for the 
common people in the State of Missouri and the Nation. 

We may lose this fight; but if we do we will lose it after we have 
exhausted every resource at our command. 

Mr. Chairman, for the record, and without going into detail, I want 
to make it crystal clear that our association is unalterably opposed to 
the Hoover Commission report as it relates to REA and the Federal 
power programs. We denounce the report as the most undemocratic, 
unfair, unsound, and regressive study or report that has ever been 
made by the Federal Government since the inception of the rural 
electric program. Iam sure when I make that statement so strong I 
am expressing the sentiments of the board of directors I represent 
and the farm people I represent. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask your permission 
to submit resolutions or at least following the hearings, sometime 
before I leave, that have been adopted by my State board, and resolu- 
tions that have been adopted by some of the cooperatives opposing the 
Hoover Commission report as it relates to REA and power. 

Since I believe you will agree we had a rather late notice of the 
hearings, there were a number of boards who would like to have the 
opportunity of presenting a resolution opposing the report, but be- 
cause of their meeting dates they have not had a chance to adopt such 
resolutions. 
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I would like to have your permission to submit them at a later date 
from the rural electric cooperatives. 

Mr. Jones. Without objection the resolutions you have at the pres- 
ent time will be admitted for the record. ‘Those that are made subse- 
quent to this meeting here today must be in the form of a letter di- 
rectly to the chairman, asking that they be admitted. That is for 
the purpose of examining them before they are made a part of the 
record. So, without objection, we will accept the resolutions that you 
have with you at the present time. 

(The resolutions referred to appear on p. 1974 et seq.) 

Mr. Hetm. Now, Mr. Chairman, the first thing I want to point out 
is that the people I represent favor very strongly any move which will 
lower taxes and enhance the wise expenditure of money in the opera- 
tion of the Federal Government. We are certainly not averse to the 
Federal Government conducting studies and surveys in an effort to 
effect ways and means of bringing about greater economy in the Gov- 
ernment, but what we do oppose, and I want to be very explicit in this 
statement, is the expenditure of $430,000 of the taxpayers money un- 
der the guise and subterfuge of effecting economy, when the sole pur- 
pose in our opinion has been to disseminate propaganda in the inter- 
ests of the big investment bankers and private utility companies. 

We recognize the difficulty encountered in obtaining people to 
serve on any commission or task force who are unbiased and unpreju- 
diced in their thinking, but it is beyond our imagination to visualize 
anyone who wants to be honest and fair being so brazen as to pro- 
claim that the Hoover Commission Task Force on Water Resources 
and Power and REA were not handpicked. We believe very sin- 
cerely and honestly that those who were chosen to serve on the task 
force were chosen for one purpose and one only, and that was to de- 
stroy the rural electric and Federal power program. 

Mr. Chairman, I have here in my hand an article that was printed 
by Adm. Ben Moreell who was Chairman of the Hoover Commis- 
sion Task Force on Water Resources and Power—an article which ap- 
peared in the November 21 issue of the Electrical World, which in my 
opinion is the mouthpiece or spokesmen for the investment bankers 
and private utility companies. With your permission I would like 
to read one short paragraph from this article. 

Mr. Jones. All right. You may proceed. 

Mr. Heim. He says: 

Without doubt power generation and distribution are the most important of 
our studies for a reasonable solution, because those who advocate intrusion by 
the Government into the economic affairs of its citizens have found that this 
issue has a strong popular appeal which makes it a convenient vehicle on which 
political demagogs have hitchhiked into public office. 


I guess that means some of you people in Congress. 


And second, because socialization— 


Mr. Jones. There is just one thing about it now. He is going to 
have to qualify that “hitchhiking” because it is not much of a hitch- 


hike. 
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Mr. Heim (reading) : 


And, second, because socialization of electric power can easily lead to social- 
ization of all large solid industry. 
I want you particularly to note this one sentence. 
He who controls power can have a large measure of control over all of industry. 
I absolutely concur in that statement. That is one of the things 
we ioe been very skeptical about as far as the private utility com- 
panies are concerned. I would go a step farther and say, he who 
controls power is probably going to control a lot of other things. He 
is going to control probably a lot of politics in Washington through 
their lobbying machine up there, and even on a local, State machine 
level. The people who control all of the power will have quite a 
hold on the American public. 

Throughout the article the Admiral continuously refers to revenues 
that the Federal Government is losing in the form of taxes on the 
Federal projects and point out vividly that this is a subsidy and he 
is very much opposed to it in any form as being gr: anted to anyone. 
This is the man who headed up the Hoover Commission task force 
as chairman. 

I made a statement previously that we did not believe those people 
were representative on this Commission, including the admiral and 
others, and that they were representing the people in the grassroots 
here. I am firmly convinced they were handpicked and represented 
only one interest, and that was the investment bankers and the private 
utilities who after all happen to be about the same people. They 
are one and the same. 

I do not question the sincerity of the task force chairman, but what 
[ cannot understand, and what the people I represent cannot under- 
stand is why Admiral Moreell and his task force did not become 
concerned about the $842 million in interest-free loans which were 
given the commercial companies from June 9, 1951, to September 
9, 1953, in the form of accelerated depreciation and amortization cer- 
tificates. If my information is correct the total benefits which will 
accrue to the commercial utility companies from these writeoffs after 
a 3314-year period will exceed $2,800 million. It is my further under- 
standing in April of this year the Administrator of the Office of 
Defense Mobilization announced a new subsidy program for the com- 
mercial companies which, if put into effect, would amount to $979 
million in interest-free loans and in effect will amount to an additional 
$314 billion in subsidies over a period of 3314 years. 

By combining those 2 figures, $842 million and $979 million, we 
get a total of $1,800 million. Over a period of 3314 years this amounts 
to approximately $6 billion in subsidies. 

Comparing this with the loans made to the REA borrowers we 
find up to March 1955 they are about $2,600 million, and the total 
investment cost of all the Federal projects was $2,700 million, making 
a total of $5,300 million. 
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If these fellows were really sincere and wanted to have economy 
T cannot understand why they would come out with a report like they 
have and never make any mention of these subsidies and interest- 
free loans being made to the private companies. The irony of the 
whole thing is the fact that the commercial companies, with the help 
of the task force and the admiral are spending millions of dollars 
in propaganda funds in an effort to convince the oer that the REA 
and Federal power programs are being subsidized. 

I have here a letter dated July 18, 1955, addressed to Mr. John 
I. Rollings here in St. Louis. It is from the president and editor 
in chief of the Crowell-Collier Publishing Co. I am using it as one 
illustration. He says: 

THE CROWELL-COLLIER PUBLISHING Co., 
New York 19, N. Y., July 18, 1955. 
Mr. Joun I. ROLLINGS, 
St. Louis, Mo. 

Dear Mr. Routines: From the stitching of the clothing on your back to the 
turning of the giant presses that print America’s oldest family magazine, the 
American magazine, your life is made better by electricity—electricity produced 
in the competitive free-enterprise system by private companies. 

Because you are a leader and a molder of opinion in your community, we take 
pride in calling your attention to the attached reprint of an advertisement 
appearing in the August issue of the American magazine. 

Sincerely, 
Paut C. Smiru, Editor in Chief. 
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Whose electric bills will he have to pay ? 


Is this voungster going to grow up to help pay a lot of 
other people's electric bills—just as you do today? 

You're actually helping to pay the bills of 4 million 
businesses and homes that get subsidized electricity from 
federal government power projects. 

Government-subsidized electricity is sold to cus- 
tomers for less than it costs. Who pays the difference? 
All taxpavers, including vou 


If the groups that want the government to build 
more and more electric power projects have their way, 
your children some day may have to help pay many 
more millions of other people's electric bills. 

Isn't that another good reason for opposing any 
more unnecessary federal government power projects? 


AMERICA’S ELECTRIC LIGHT AND POWER COMPANIES: 


*Naemes on request from thie magarzin« 
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The advertisement says, “Whose Electric Bills Will He Have To 
Pay?” This is something costing the consumers a tremendous amount 
of money. So here we have a task force or a commission advoc ating 
economy and disseminating the propaganda of economy to the tune 
of $430,000 of the taxpayers’ money, for people who are bringing out 
this sort of thing to destroy the Federal power program and REA. 

Incidentally, ‘I want to say here and now, and I will touch on it 
briefly in just a second, that when you destroy the Federal power 
program you are destroying the rural electric program because the 
REA part is entirely dependent on whether or not we can integrate 
with the Federal hydroelectric projects or dams. You cannot sepa- 
rate REA and Federal power. There are certain groups that tried 
to do it. But everybody, just like they are against sin, they are for 
REA, but they are not for the Federal power — 

I can tell you with authority you cannot separate the Federal power 
program here in the Southwest and have the REA cooperative survive. 
It cannot be done. 

I would like to finish my statement now. I loaned my report to 
someone and could not get it back, so I used this and it is about the 
same. I want to touch on recommendations 10, 11,and 15. ‘Ten says 
the Federal Government should build no more steam plants and should 
build transmission lines only where alternative transmission service 

cannot be provided. 

Mr. Chairman, there is only one interpretation that can be placed 
on this recommendation. In my opinion it is a flat statement that 
the Federal projects must be interconnected with the commercial com- 
= If adopted, in my opinion the preference customers would 
be at the complete mercy of the companies, 

Recommendation 11 says that private utilities should be permitted 
to purchase a fair share of Federal power. Let us analyze this a little 
bit. ‘The latest figures I have show right now the co-ops are getting 
less than 6 pe reent of the power at these Federal hydroelectric proj- 
ects. The exact figure is 5.9 percent; municipals and PUD districts 
26 percent; commercial companies 21 percent, and industry 47 per- 
cent. 

Actually that means industry and the commercial companies are 
getting right now 68 percent—and they want a fair share of the 
Federal power. 

In my opinion, Mr. Chairman, if this recommendation 11 were 
adopted. it would be only a matter of a very short time until the 
commercial companies would have a complete monopoly on the entire 
power industry. 

Recommendation 15 is probably the worst of all and says that 
private enterprise should be provided an opportunity to finance and 
operate electric components of new multipurpose projects. As an 
alternative there is the recommendation of the Commission that if 
the capital is not available the power should be offered for sale to the 
private utilities, the States, or the municipalities and cooperatives. 
Mr. Chairman, in my opinion if this recommendation were adopted 
there could be only one result—a total consolidation of power in what 
is already a monopolistic industry. It could never give another 
interpret ation. 

I think also it would amount to this: You give the power producing 
components to the companies, who would in turn sell the power to the 
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people who already own the components of the dams—the power- 
producing components. In other words, they would be making a huge 
profit off the people who already own the thing. 

Mr. Chairman, as I stated previously, we are unalterably opposed 
to this Hoover Commission report as it relates to REA and the 
Federal power program. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. Any questions? Mr. Helm, you 
spoke of the tax amortization enjoyed by the private utilities of 
$2,300 million. That is the latest figure I have. Does the Federal 
Power Commission take the tax amortization into consideration in 
establishing a rate? 

Mr. Heim. On the rate? 

Mr. Jones. No. On the tax amortization to the companies. 

Mr. Heim. No, sir. Absolutely not according to my understanding. 

Mr. Jones. So they do not pass back the so-called subsidy of which 
the Hoover Commission complains so vigorously. 

Mr. Heim. That is one of the things we are so vehemently opposed 
to. They do not even pass it back to the consumers. 

Mr. Jones. Have you read the Hoover Commission’s task-force 
report ? 

Mr. Heum. I have not read it yet. I have read it more as it relates 
to REA and the Federal power program. 

Mr. Jones. Did you find any place in this 2,000-page report any 
discussion of the tax amortizations given or permitted the utilities ? 

Mr. Heim. I have not found it and I have not found anyone who 
found it. 

Mr. Jones. In the Hoover Commission itself, when it speaks of 
the subsidies. do you find any discussion of the so-called subsidies to 
the private ut ilities ? 

Mr. Hem. If it is in there I did not find it. It may be in there 
but I certainly have not discovered it. 

Mr. Jones. You say you are opposed to the last recommendation 
which you referred to because the waters that fall in these projects 
are community property or Federal property and therefore the 
people themselves should enjoy the benefits of their investments in 
them; is that right? 

Mr. Heim. I cannot see how there could be any other answer or in- 
interpretation of it. They do belong to the people. 

Mr. Jones. We recognized that in the Atomic Energy Act passed 
in 1953 when we wrote into that by amendment a preference clause. 
Also in the Flood Control Act of 1938, the SPA Act, the REA Act, 
the SEPA. Act, the TVA Act, the Bonneville Power Administration 
Act, the Federal Power Act. and all acts relating to the sale and 
generation and distribution of power. They all contained the prefer- 
ence clause for the sale of that power to the people in preference over 
any private endeavor. 

Mr. Heim. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. So it is a fixed and firm policy of the Federal Govern- 
ment to preserve the use of these waters to the people themselves. Do 
you think the recommendations of the Hoover Commission would 
disturb that peaceful relationship which exists between the Govern- 
ment and the people themselves ? 

Mr. Heim. Because of the nature of the private utilities and the 
advantages they have over any other type of utility it does not only 
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disturb it but it would destroy the preference clause in my opinion 
if the Hoover Commission report were adopted. 

Mr. Jones. Under the Federal Power Act it gave the utilities the 
right to obtain permits for the construction of hydroelectric genera- 
tion sites on navigable streams which were not utilized by the utilities, 
They were not foreclosed from exercising the right to acquire these 
power sites back in the thirties; were they ? 

Mr. Het. I am not familiar with the act you are speaking about. 

Mr. Jones. If a private utility wanted to build Table Rock all they 
had to do was file for it. 

Mr. Heim. The private utilities were actually given the preference 
on Table Rock as I understand it. 

Mr. Jones. Did it expire within a 5-year period ? 

Mr. Hem. It did. 

Mr. Jones. So, therefore, they relinquished any right they might 
acquire under Federal legislation to obtain the site at Table Rock. 
Therefore, it was a case of either the Federal Government doing it or 
it not being done at all. 

Mr. Heim. I think the history definitely proves that. 

Mr. Jones. Would you mind supplying this letter from Mr. Smith, 
editor in chief of the American Crowell Publishing Co. for the record ? 

Mr. Heim. You may have it, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Without objection the letter will be made a part of the 
record at the point where you read it. The staff of this subcommittee 
will be requested to direct a letter to the editor, Mr. Paul C. Smith, 
with a request that the names of those companies that paid for the ad 
be supplied and become a part of the record at this point. Do you 
know how this was transmitted? Was it in the form of a letter / 

Mr. Heim. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know who paid for the preparation and sending 
of that communication ? 

Mr. Heim. All I know is Mr. Rollings forwarded the letter on to 
me. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Who is Mr. Rollings? 

Mr. Heim. He is president of the Missouri State Federation of 
Labor. 

Mr. Larscompr. Is it all right with him for us to introduce it? 

Mr. Hem. I am sure it 1s or he would not have sent it tome. I 
will take the responsibility. 

Mr. Jones. First I want to say with regard to the letter directed to 
Mr. Smith that the staff should make inquiries as to the identity of the 
letter to see it is a true copy of the letter transmited by Mr. Rollings. 
Are here any further questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Helm. Our next witness will be Mr. 
Walter Ploeser. We are glad to have you, Mr. Ploeser. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 

DECEMBER 29, 1955. 


Mr. Paut C. Smita, 
Editor in Chief, the Crowell-Collier Publishing Co., 
New York, N. Y. 

Dear Mr. SmitH: At a hearing of this subcommittee in St. Louis recently, the 
attached letter and advertisement were submitted for the record by Julius Helm, 
executive manager of the Missouri State Rural Electrification Association. 

The subcommittee has directed me to write you, asking (1) if the enclosed 


letter is, in fact, one from you to Mr. John I. Rollings, 1411 North Grand Boule- 
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that sponsored the ad. 


Please return the attachments with your reply. 


courtesy, I am, 
Sincerely, 


Mr. WILLIAM L. STURDEVANT, Jr., 


vard, St. Louis, Mo., and (2) for a list of the electric light and power companies 


THE CROWELL-COLLIER PUBLISHING CoO., 
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Thanking you for your 


WILLIAM L. STURDEVANT, JF., 
Professional Staff Member. 


New York, N. Y., January 10, 1956. 


Professional Staff Member, Special Subcommittee on Water Resources 
and Power of the Committee on Government Operations, Washington, 


D.C. 


DEAR Mr. SturRDEVANT: This will acknowledge your note of December 29. 
The letter to Mr. Rollings is one of 5,000 in behalf of the American Magazine. 
Enclosed is the list of the electric light and power companies who sponsored the 


advertisement to which your note refers. 


I would appreciate your further advising me the purpose of your communi- 


cation. 
Sincerely yours, 


Pau C. SMITH. 


List oF PARTICIPANTS 


ELECTRIC COMPANIES ADVERTISING PROGRAM 


Alabama Power Co., Birmingham, Ala. 

Atlantic City Electric Co., Atlantic 
City, N. J. 

Arizona Public Service Co., Phoenix, 
Ariz. 

Arkansas Missouri Power Co., Blythe- 
ville, Ark. 

Arkansas Power & Light Co., Little 
Rock, Ark. 

Blackstone Valley Gas & Electric Co., 
Pawtucket, R. I. 

3oston Edison Co., Boston, Mass. 

Brockton Edison Co., Brockton, Mass. 

Cambridge Electric Light Co., Cam- 
bridge, Mass. 

Carolina Power & Light Co., Raleigh, 
N. ©. 

Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp., 
Poughkeepsie, N. Y. 

Central Illinois Electric & Gas Co., 
Rockford, Ill. 

Central Illinois Light Co., Peoria, Tl. 

Central Illinois Public Service Co., 
Springfield, Ill. 

The Central Kansas Power Co., Abilene, 
Kans, 

Central Louisiana Electric Co., Ine., 
Lafayette, La. 

Central Power & Light Co., Corpus 
Christi, Tex. 

Cleveland Electric 
Cleveland, Ohio, 

Colorado Central Power Co., Engle- 
wood, Colo. 

The Connecticut Light & Power Co., 
Hartford, Conn. 

The Connecticut Power Co., Hartford, 
Conn. 

Conowingo Power Co., Elkton, Md. 

Consolidated Gas & Electric Light & 

Power Company of Baltimore, Balti- 

more, Md. 


Illuminating Co., 


Consumers Power Co., Jackson, Mich. 

Dallas Power & Light Co., Dallas, Tex. 

The Dayton Power & Light Co., Dayton, 
Ohio. 

Delaware Power & Light Co., Wilming- 
ton, Del. 

The Detroit Edison Co., Detroit, Mich. 

Duquesne Light Co., Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Edison Sault Electric Co., Sault Ste. 
Marie, Mich. 

El Paso Electrie Co., El Paso, Tex. 

Empire District Electric Co., Joplin, 
Mo. 

Fitchburg Gas & Electric Light Co., 
Fitchburg, Mass. 

Florida Power & Light Co., Miami, Fla. 

Georgia Power Co., Atlanta, Ga. 

Gulf Power Co., Pensacola, Fla. 

Gulf States Utilities Co., Beaumont, 
Tex. 

The Hartford Electric Light Co., Hart- 
ford, Conn. 

Holyoke Water Power Co., Holyoke, 
Mass. 

The Housatonie Public 
Derby, Conn. 

Houston Lighting & Power Co., Hous- 
ton, Tex. 

Idaho Power Co., Boise, Idaho, 

Illinois Power Co., Decatur, Ill. 

Indianapolis Power & Light Co., In- 
dianapolis, Ind. 

Interstate Light & Power Co., Plattes- 
ville, Wis. 

Interstate Power Co., Dubuque, Iowa. 

lowa Electric Light & Power Co., Cedar 
Rapids, Iowa, 

Iowa Public Service Co., Sioux City, 
Iowa. 

Jersey Central Power & Light Co., As- 
bury Park, N. J. 


Service Co., 
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List or ParticipaANts—Continued 


Kansas Gas & Electric Co., Wichita, 
Kans. 

The Kansas Power & Light Co., Topeka, 
Kans. 

Lawrence Gas & Electric Co., Lawrence, 
Mass. 

Louisiana Power & Light Co., New Or- 
leans, La. 

The Lowell Electric Light Corp., Low- 
ell, Mass. 

Lynn Gas & Electric Co., Lynn, Mass. 

Madison Gas & Blectric Co., Madison, 
Wis. 

Malden Electric Co., Malden, Mass. 

Marietta Electric Co., Marietta, Ohio. 

Metropolitan Edison Co., Reading, Pa. 

Minnesota Power & Light Co., Duluth, 
Minn. 

Mississippi Power Co., Gulfport, Miss. 

Mississippi Power & Light Co., Jackson, 
Miss. 

Mississippi Valley Public Service Co., 
Winona, Minn. 

Missouri Edison Co., Louisiana, Mo. 

Missouri Power & Light Co., Jefferson 
City, Mo. 

Monongahela Power Co., Fairmont, W. 
Va. 

The Montana Power Co., Butte, Mont. 

Monterey Utilities Corp., Monterey, Va. 

The Narragansett Electric Co., Provi- 
dence, R. I. 

New Jersey Power & Light Co., Dover, 
N. J. 

New Orleans Public Service, Inc., New 
Orleans, La. 

New York State Electric & Gas Corp., 
Binghamton, N. Y. 

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp., Syra- 
cuse, N. Y. 

Northern Pennsylvania 
Towanda, Pa. 

Northern States Power Company of 
Wisconsin, Eau Claire, Wis. 

Northern States Power Company of 
Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minn. 

Northern Virginia Power Co., Win- 
chester, Va. 

Ohio Edison Co., Akron, Ohio. 

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co., Okla- 
homa City, Okla. 

The Orange & Rockland Electric Co., 
Monroe, N. Y. 

Pacific Gas & Electric Co., San Fran- 
cisco, Calif. 

Pacific Power & Light Co., Portland, 
Oreg. 

Pennsylvania Electric Co., Johnstown, 
Pa. 

Pennsylvania Power Co., New Castle, 
Pa. 

Pennsylvania Power & Light Co., Allen- 
town, Pa. 

Pennsylvania Water & Power Co., 
Baltimore, Md. 


Power Co., 


Philadelphia Electric Co., Philadelphia, 
Pa. 

The Potomac Edison Co., Hagerstown, 
Md. 

Potomac Blectric Power Co., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

Potomac Light & Power Co., Martins- 
burg, W. Va. 

Public Service Company of Indiana, 
Ine., Indianapolis, Ind. 

Public Service Company of New Mexico, 
Albuquerque, N. Mex. 

Puget Sound Power & Light Co., Seattle, 
Wash. 

Rochester Gas & 
Rochester, N. Y. 

Rockland Electric Co., Closter, N. J. 

Rockland Light & Power Co., Nyack, 
x ts 

Round Valley Light & Power Co., 
Springerville, Ariz. 

St. Croix Falls Wisconsin Improvement 
Co., Minneapolis, Minn. 

Savannah BHlectric & Power Co., Sa- 
vannah, Ga. 

The Scranton Blectric Co., Scranton, 
Pa. 

South Carolina Electric & Gas Co., Co- 
lumbia, 8. C. 

South Penn Power Co., Waynesboro, 
Pa. 

Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Co., 
Evansville, Ind. 

Southwestern Gas €& Blectrie Co., 
Shreveport, La. 

Southwestern Public 
Amarillo, Tex. 

Superior Water, Light & Power Co., 
Superior, Wis. 

Tampa Electric Co., Tampa, Fla. 

Texas Electric Service Co., Fort Worth, 
Tex. 

Texas Power & Light Co., Dallas, Tex. 

The Toledo Edison Co., Toledo, Ohio 

Union Electric Company of Missouri, 
St. Louis, Mo. 

Union Electric Power Co., Monsanto, 
Tl. 

The United Illuminating Co., New 
Haven, Conn. 

Utah Power & Light Co., Salt Lake City, 
Utah 

Virginia Electric & Power Co., Rich- 
mond, Va. 

The Washington Water Power Co 
Spokane, Wash. 

West Maryland Power Co., Oakland, 
Md. 

West Penn Power Co., Pittsburgh, Pa. 

West Texas Utilities Co., Abilene, Tex. 

Western Massachusetts Electric Co., 
Greenfield, Mass. 

Wisconsin Electric Power Co., Milwau- 
kee, Wis. 


Electric Corp., 


Service Co., 
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List OF PARTICIPANTS—Continued 








Wisconsin Michigan Power Co., Apple- Wisconsin Public Service Corp., Mil- 
ton, Wis. waukee, Wis. 

Wisconsin Power & Light Co., Madison, Worcester County Electric Co., Wor- 

Wis. cester, Mass. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER C. PLOESER, PRESIDENT, MISSISSIPPI 
VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Piogeser. It is a pleasure to have your committee in St. Louis. 

My name is Walter C. Ploeser and I appear before you today as 
president of the Mississippi Valley Association. 

In his testimony before you at Memphis our executive vice president, 
Mr. Everett T. Winter, expressed the position of our organization 
against the imposition of tolls or user charges on th 1e ink: ind water- 
ways of the country. I, of course, endorse Mr. Winter’s statement. 

It is toward another recommendation of the Hoover Commission 
that I wish to address this committee today. 

We in the Mississippi Valley Association, a voluntary organization 
of a cross section of American business life with membership in 30 
midcontinent States, are unalterably opposed to the creation of any 
kind of a group—whether it be called a water-resources board or some- 
thing else—that stands between us as citizens and the Congress of the 
United States. 

Recently, as president of the Mississippi Valley Association, I 
publicly commended the President of the United States for the crea- 
tion of the advisory group headed by Gener: al Bragdon. This group 
was created to study future needs of the Nation “for public works. 
That is commendable. 

The proposal of the Hoover Commission to create a board through 
which the citizen would have to go before he could get an authoriza- 
tion or an appropriation for a project threatens one of our cherished 
rights, which is to petition Congress. As a citizen, as president of a 
fine old organization dedicated to the wise and proper use of our 
water resources, and as a former Member of Congress, I feel very 
strongly on this matter. 

We should be looking for ways and means to expedite sound soil 
and water projects rather than how we can slow them down. With 
our present laws it takes all too long to bring about completion of a 
needed project. 

First, we have to sell the Corps of Army Engineers that a survey of 
a project should be made. Then we have to come to Congress and ask 
for money for that survey. 

After the survey is made and assuming that it shows the project is 
feasible we then have to sell the project to the Bureau of the Budget, 
to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, to the House 
Committee on Public Works, to the Senate Committee on Public 
Works and then to the Congress itself. After this is done the project 
is often put on the shelf for many years. 

Whether it is the next day or the next decade, the whole legislative 
process has to be repeated to get appropriations. As a matter of 
fact, the fight for the project is only well started after it is authorized. 

Again, we have to sell the W hite House and/or the Bureau of the 
Budget. Again, we have to sell the Appropriation Committees of the 
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two Houses, and the chances are that the best we can hope for is some 
planning money. After the planning money is appropriated we have 
to go through the entire routine in the Budget Bureau and through 
both Houses of Congress to keep construction wan available for the 
orderly and economical construction of the project. 

To add another group to which we, the citizens of the country, have 
to appeal before we can spend our own money, is asking too much. 

Our country needs an acceleration of flood “control, water conser- 

vation, ni wigation, and irrigation projects. 

The Commission’s proposal would definitely tend to increase the 
expense of the citizens in obtaining the projects he wants and needs, 
and it would also slow down this work which is already a bottleneck 
in the economy and progress of the country. 

The cost of not having many needed water projects completed in 
this country is far greater than the additional cost could possibly 
be because of haste. 

I would like to add this comment to the prepared statement. My 
own experience has taught me while the democratic processes are slow, 
and some think inefficient, I think the real test of efficiency—and ob- 
viously the Hoover Commission’s intention was to create, I assume, 
a greater efliciency in these projec ts—the real test of efficiency comes 
in the results and not necessar ily in the process. We cannot project 
efficiency but can only experience ‘it. 

I would hesitate to enjoy having to go through another Bureau 
which would predetermine what the Congress should do in the way 
of these water projects or any other projects for that matter. 

So, I feel our organization is strongly opposed to that. 

Mr. Jones. The C orps of Engineers under the present procedure 
a as, I believe, 28 separate steps before a project is authorized. That 

, prior to submission of the report to the Congress and the House 
“a Senate Public Works C omiittees for their action alone. That 
process takes sometimes from 3 to 5 years. The average time that it 
takes from a survey report Sting authorized until the project receives 
its first appropriation—the planning money that you talk about— 
is 9 years. 

Mr. Prorser. Sometimes it is too late to do us any good. 

Mr. Jones. At the end of that 9 years new economic factors will 
come into play. If you had other agencies and bureaus to consider 
the problem also, that would only increase the problems of the agency, 
the Corps of Engineers, carrying out the proper mandates of the 
Congress in regard to the project as envisioned by the Congress. Mr. 
Ploeser, let me ask you this question on Recommend: ition No. 1 in 
connection with the statement you have just made about Recommen- 
dation No. 2 on the creation of a separate board. It reads: 

That one Federal agency should be made responsible for collecting and re- 
viewing the adequacy of hydrologic data. 

Do you think it would be in the interests of efficiency and order that 
the Corps of Engineers be divorced from obtaining hydrologic data 
on the lower Mississippi River for the purpose of carrying out a com- 

srehensive flood control and navigation project on the Mississippi 
River? 

Mr. Pvorser. I think it would be probably the most inefficient thing 

we could create. 
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Mr. Jones. In doing that you would separate the Corps of Engi- 
neers from one of their primary functions in making engineering con- 
clusions, because they would not be intimate with the hydrologic data 
collected by another agency. 

Mr. Prorser. You would slow down their process tremendously. I 
think all of us have witnessed in our own lifetimes the continued addi- 
tion of bureaus which have not necessarily meres out efficiency by 
any means. We know how difficult it is for the Congress to control 
many of them in their spending processes. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Ploeser, when you served on the Committee on Ap- 
propriations in the House of Representatives, did you not sense that 
the Bureau of the Budget is becoming more of a legislative function 
than it is an executive function ¢ 

Mr. Proerser. It is in a measure a legislative function because you 
must go through it in almost the same process, and they must make up 
their minds in almost the same process as the legislature does. It isa 
sort of prelegislative function. 

Mr. Jones. Do you not think it is a trespass on the sovereignty of the 
legislature? Do you not think the practices of the Bureau of the 
Budget for the past 15 years have been such a trespass ? 

Mr. Prorsrr. Yes; I shin so. I felt strongly as a Member of Con- 
gress they did trespass. I do not think they necessarily should. I 
think it is a matter of administration rather than a matter of the 
fact that it is in existence. It is no reason they should. I think 
budgeting is an important function of Government. 

Mr. Jones. In the transmission of approval of a project by the Bu- 
reau of the Budget to the Appropriations Committee you were not 
given selection but only the endorsement of specific projects. 

Mr. Pxorser. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Therefore, if the Appropriations Committee extended 
those projects over and beyond those recommendations contained in 
the Bureau of the Budget’s report, we were stepping into the inner 
sanctum. 

Mr. Piorser. We were stepping upon sacred ground, although we 

stepped on it many times as you know, and still do. And I hope we 
still will. Because the minute C ongress cannot be directly responsive 
to the people and its needs it is not the Congress any more. It is nota 
representative body. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think recommendation No. 3, if it were to become 
effective, would bring further encroachment apon the legislature ? 

Mr. Puorser. I get the feeling that the more you vote to expand the 
Bureau of the Budget, the greater the Bureau becomes and probably 
not any more efficie nt. It has much the same effect as the ver y thing 
we are opposed to in a new and independent board. I have a great deal 
of faith in the Corps of Engineers, for example, which is the group we 
deal most with in our association. They have done a tremendous job 
throughout history. Sure they have made some mistakes. Who fina 
not? And the only way they will avoid making mistakes is not to do 
anything. 

Mr. Jones. The Congress contributed many mistakes to the Corps 
of Engineers works and brought about a great many injuries through 
slow legislative processes. We have not always given them the right t to 
work with dispatch and without encumbrances 
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Mr. Prorser. I hate to admit that, Mr. Chairman, but I think it is 
very true, and you and I both hate to admit that. 

Mr. Jones. 1 do not see how we can escape it though. 

Mr. Puiorser. No. It is very true. But the democratic function of 
the representative form of gov ernment has some of those pitfalls. We 
will never wipe them all out unless we go to a completely autocratic 
form of government, and of course each of these steps breaks them 
down. I think all we get is added expense and less public improve- 
ment and less true representation in government. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you Mr. Ploeser. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. I was especially glad to hear your suggestions on 
the Water Resources Board, Mr. Ploeser. It is the first time we have 
heard quite that slant on it, and I think you backed it up with good 
reasoning. 

Mr. Piorser. Thank you very much. May I file with you a tele- 
graphic statement from one of our members that came in this morn- 
ing ¢ 

Mr. Jones. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record. 

(The telegram referred to follows:) 

MorGan City, La., November 26, 1955. 
E. T. WINTER, 
Railroad Exchange Building, St. Louis: 

Please present our vigorous protest against any movement designed to place 
tolls on inland waterways shipping. Hope you will have the committee agree 
to accept written brief on this topic at later date. 

C. E. K1ne, 
President, Morgan City Harbor and Terminal District. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Are you not a little concerned with the number of 
agencies, bureaus, and commissions that handle navigation and irriga- 
tion and flood control, and all of these things we are talking about ? 

Mr. Piorser. Yes, but I am afraid this process just adds to it. If 
you wish to find a method of reducing the number you can do it by 
the elimination of some of them and not the superimposition of another 
one. One of the great American tendencies, which is true in business 
as well as in government, is always to superimpose a new organization 
and not get rid of the old ones. 

Mr. Lirscoms. I am against creating more departments and agen- 
cies, but in going around the country. we get the idea some of ‘this 
information is floating around in the air, so ‘if we could bring it down 
to one particular group that could put it in one place so that the people 
can look at it, it might be helpful. 

Mr. Prorser. Of course, when it gets to the recommendation stage 
it ought to automatically flow to the Bureau of the Budget where it 
is necessary to clear in order to get administrative recommendations. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Perhaps the Corps of Engineers down in Mississippi 
will be working on a problem and some other agency like the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture will be working, unknown to the Corps of Engi- 
neers, way up the headwaters of the Mississippi River, which has an 
effect, of course on the whole control of the river. I have not heard 
any testimony yet that says they work in coordination and compare 
notes. Maybe they do. But in looking at this recommendation I did 
not look at it in quite the broad way that you have. I can see perhaps 
if it were taken in the broadest concept, as you say, it might not work 
well. But getting this information and funnelling it all into the same 
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unit so that the people could take a look at it and see the overall pro- 
gram for water resources and power, might be helpful. _ 

Mr. Puorser. Of course, this group the President appointed is to 
take a superficial look at that. You do eventually funnel through 
the Bureau of the Budget and bring the funnel to an absolute close 
when you get to the Congress. 

Mr. Lirscoms. One of the reasons why I believe the Hoover Commis- 
sion recommended in No. 3 that the staff of the Bureau of the Budget 
be increased, as J understand it, is perhaps the Bureau of the budget 
does not have sufficient or qualified people in there now, or people as 
qualified as they should be to do the job on that information which 
comes through their office. 

Mr. Prorsrr. I do not think I am fully in a position to say whether 
they are adequately staffed. I know in my experience in the years I 
was on the Appropriations Committee we felt in some departments 
they were not adequately staffed and felt also in some other divisions 
they were excessively staffed. The Bureau of the Budget instead of 
setting up a recommended budget had a tendency over the past two 
decades in particular to act as a sort of dictatorial overlord as to what 
Congress should finally determine. Many people even in the Con- 
gress, in my experience, had the impression you were violating the 
very sanctity of the whole system of government if you contradicted 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Liescoms. Congressmen get that idea sometimes, I believe. 

Mr. Jones. Some still have it. 

Mr. Piorser. Some still have it. And others feel quite the opposite. 

Mr. Jones. Let me read you the language about the Bureau of the 
Budget, recommendation 3: 

That the staff conducting certain of the functions of the Bureau of the Budget 
be strengthened by such professional staff as will enable it to fully perform the 
function of evaluation of the merits of water-development projects presented 
to it for appropriations. 

Mr. Prorser. That gets into the field that belongs to the Congress, 
and to those other recommending bodies. 

Mr. Jones. That is a function. If the Congress passes an authori- 
zation for the construction of a wharf, or a dock facility, or for the 
Corps of Engineers to put a channel of 12 feet into the city of St. 
Louis, the Congress took into account all of the economic factors that 
would be involved in the project. It authorized the project, and the 
Bureau of the Budget by review could not perform the function of 
changing that project. 

Mr. Piorser. That becomes an added veto. 

Mr. Jones. That is right. 

Mr. Prorsrr. I believe so. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Does not the Bureau of the Budget do that now 
before they submit their budget to the Congress? 

Mr. Jones. I will say they do it and have done it, but we do not 
want them to do it any more. 

Mr. Lipscome. And they have been doing it for a long period of 
years. 

Mr. Jones. That is right. 

Mr. Lirscoms. But apparently the function has not been adequately 
performed. If you are afraid the Bureau of the Budget 
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Mr. Jones. I am of the opinion it has been performed too well up 
to the present time from what I have seen, either in the Democratic 
or Republican administrations, because I have always sensed that the 
Bureau of the Budget was exercising legislative functions which they 
constitutionally do not possess. 

Mr. Lirscoms. But we do not want the record to stand as indicating 
that the Congress cannot still insert in the budget and pass further 
authorizations and appropriations regardless of what the Bureau of 
the Budget does. 

Mr. Jones. That is a mighty big “if.” 

Mr. Puoeser. I do not understand that, Mr. Lipscomb. The Con- 
gress has the authority to insert now. 

Mr. Lirpscoms. No. I say that we do not want to let it pass in the 
record and let the people feel that the Bureau of the Budget recom- 
mends and dictates what the Congress shall pass. The Congress can go 
beyond that and add or subtract as they see fit to do. 

Mr. Prorser. That is right, and should. 

Mr. Liescoms. And should. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Ploeser. I have three wit- 
nesses here who all have to catch trains, First is Mr. Morton Meyer, 
president of the St. Louis Flood Control Association. 


STATEMENT OF MORTON MEYER, PRESIDENT, ST. LOUIS FLOOD 
CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Meyer. Mr. Chairman, I am representing the St. Louis Flood 
Control Association, affiliated with the Chamber of Commerce of 
Metropolitan St. Louis. I have a statement which is very brief and 
I will read it. Mr. Chairman, if you look out of the window of this 
building you can see the Mississippi. 

The Mississippi River, when it is low, is a gentle, pleasant stream, 
steeped in tradition and folklore. But when it is high it can become 
a demon dealing death and destruction. 

St. Louis is vulnerable at the present time. As a matter of fact, 
St. Louis, the largest city on the Mississippi, the eighth largest city 
in the country, is still one of very few on large navigable streams, 
where no flood protection work has been done. 

However, the Congress in its last session authorized a project that 
will give us the protection we need. The President signed the authori- 
zation bill on August 9 of this year and makes this bill Public Law 256, 

It has taken many years of effort on the part of a group of public- 
spirited, civic-minded citizens who formed the St. Louis Flood Control 
Association in early 1948 and selected me as their president, to make 
this authorization a reality. We are hopeful that appropriations to 
get the work started will be made available as early as possible in the 
new session. The representatives of this area in both Houses of Con- 
gress are solidly supporting and actively pressing for early action and 
I invite the members of this distinguished committee to add their 
valued assistance. 

We realize that flood protection costs money. As taxpayers, how- 
ever, we approve the expenditures that have been made in Louisville, 
Ky.; Pittsburgh, Pa.; Cincinnati, Ohio; Omaha, Nebr.; East St. Louis, 
Il].; and in so many other cities for this protection, and we believe 
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the citizens of those cities likewise approve similar expenditure for the 
protection of so vital an area as St. Louis. We believe substantially 
all are in agreement that expenditure to protect against flood disaster 
should be looked upon rather as an investment against far greater losses 
when those disasters strike, for it is obvious that the Federal Treasury 
loses in three ways: 
1. The physical losses by damages are deductible. 
2. Industries and plants earn no taxable income while idle, nor 
do the employees of idled plants collect taxable wages. 
3. The relief money poured into disaster areas cannot be 
recovered. 

These are dead losses to the Treasury. Is it not good commonsense 
to spend these large sums for protective works that will prevent recur- 
rences? Iam vitally interested in the St. Louis situation, but the logic 
of such a policy is applicable equally to every other city in the country 
that constantly faces a similar danger. 

Thank you very much for the privilege of appearing before your 
committee. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Do you have any specific approvals or disapprovals 
of any parts of the Hoover Commission report ? 

Mr. Meyer. I have no feelings on it. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Did you have any questions, Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Lirscoms. No questions. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. That is all. Mr. Stanley. Will you have a seat, 
please ? 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR J. STANLEY, JR., REPRESENTING THE 
FAIRFAX DRAINAGE DISTRICT, WYANDOTTE COUNTY, KANS. 


Mr. Stantey. My name is Arthur J. Stanley, Jr. Iam representing 
the Fairfax Drainage District of Wyandotte County, Kans., and 
within that district are industries valued in excess of $250 million. We 
lost about $90 million in flood damage in 1951 and are naturally inter- 
ested in flood projects of all kinds. ; 

Mr. Jones. I was there, Mr. Stanley, during that flood. 

Mr. Srantey. Then you know what we had. I noticed when Mr. 
Lipscomb was speaking to Mr. Ploeser that he mentioned the fact— 
and I had not intended to go into it but I will take this time if I may— 
that there was information which was not coordinated, and different 
governmental agencies might have different information. I would 
like to call the attention of the committee to this if I may. 

There is so far as the Missouri Basin is concerned—and I do not 
know about what goes on elsewhere, but so far as the Missouri Basin 
is concerned there has been since 1945 what is known as the Federal 
Interagency River Basin Committee. It is not a committee estab- 
lished by law, but a purely voluntary association. I think it was 
made up originally of Corps of Engineers representatives and the 
representatives of these different agencies, such as the Department of 
the Interior, the Department of Agriculture, the Federal Power Com- 
mission, the Department of Commerce, the Federal Security Agency, 
and I believe the Public Health Service came in in 1951. That 3 
purely voluntary. 

The 10 Governors of the 10 Missouri Basin States participate in that 
and I do have a report of that here which I happen to have in my 
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briefcase like I carry my grandchildren’s pictures. I would like to 
leave this with the committee if I may. 

Mr. Jones. It is a public document. 

Mr. Srantey. It is not a public document but is published by the 
Interagency Committee and the Missouri River States Committee. It 
is not a public document in the sense that it is published by the Library 
of Congress. 

Mr. Jones. Are you still involved in the great debate in Kansas 
City and points west of Topeka over the value of Mr. Peterson’s big 
dam foolishness ? 

Mr. Srantey. I think there is some reverberation to that which 
may still be heard, but I think the situation has cooled considerably, 
and calmed down. 

Mr. Jones. You still have not built any dams on the Kaw or Re- 
publican Rivers ? 

Mr. Stantey. Yes, there is now. Congress appropriated in the last 
session—and by the way, that was over and above the Bureau of the 
Budget’s recommendation—they appropriated, I think, $7,500,000 to 
go ahead with the Tuttle Creek Dam. 

Mr. Jones. But there are no other projects on the Kaw or Republi- 
can Rivers. 

Mr. Sraniey. Not that I know of now that are in actual construc- 
tion. 

Mr. Jones. The great damage that is caused to Kansas City is not 
from the Missouri but from the Kansas River that comes in at Kansas 
City. 

Mr. Stanuey. That was true in 1951, but Kansas City lies at the 
mercy of both rivers, and if the Kansas River had been in flood and 
met a flood in the Missouri I do not know what would have happened. 

Mr. Jones. But you will get relief from Oahe, Garrison, and Peck 
and the other dams. 

Mr. Sranitey. We will. 

Mr. Jonres. Whereas on the other streams the only thing they have 
is Table Rock as far as flood-control projects are concerned. 

Mr. Stranzey. I do not know the whole picture of the Missouri 
Basin, but I am interested chiefly, as we all are, selfishly in that area 
upstream from Kansas City and what will give protection to Kansas 
City and that area. ‘Then we are interested in the rest. 

Mr. Jones. But will you not have protection on the Kansas River 
and its tributaries afforded by the work on the upper reaches of the 
Missouri ? 

Mr. Strantey. No, except as it lowers the level of the Missouri at 
flood stage. 

Mr. Jones. And increases the flow in dry periods? 

Mr. Srantey. That is right. We are also interested there in that 
in the entire area. 

Mr. Jones. What was the damage in Kansas in the 1951 flood ? 

Mr. STanxEY. I am not sure of the direct damage but have heard it 
estimated at the time as in excess of $1 billion. When I mention the 
$90 million in that one district it did not take into consideration a lot 
of indirect damage through the dislocation of plants and interruption 
of payrolls, and things of that sort. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any questions ! 

Mr. Lirscoms. No questions. 
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Mr. Jones. Thank you. 
Mr. Sranuey. May I leave this? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, we will be glad to receive it for the use of the staff. 
I have one more question, Mr. Stanley, before you leave. 

Mr. Sranwery. Surely. 

Mr. Jones. As a result of the flood in 1951 how much in Federal 
funds was expended on relief to that area? 

Mr. Stantey. I[amsorry. I should know that because I served on 
a committee that was sent out there. 

Mr. Jones. Was it $35 million ? 

Mr. Sranuey. I would hesitate to say. I was serving at the same 
time on the Red Cross committee and I know we spent millions of dol- 
lars. But I would hesitate to say although I will be glad to get that 
information and furnish it. I have a full report on it in my office 
in Kansas City. 

Mr. Jones. It will not be necessary for you to do that. Thank you, 
sir. 

Mr. Srantey. Thank you very much for letting me catch my 
plane. 

Mr. Jones. Without objection Mr. Stanley’s prepared statement 
will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR J. STANLEY, JR., REPRESENTING THE FAIRFAX DRAINAGE 
DistrIcT, WYANDOTTE COUNTY, KANS. 


My name is Arthur J. Stanley, Jr. I am representing the Fairfax Drainage 
District of Wyandotte County, Kans., charged with the responsibility of pro- 
tecting from flood damage property located in the Fairfax Industrial District, 
Kansas City, Kans., valued in excess of $250 million. 

The industries of the Fairfax Industrial District suffered direct flood damage 
estimated at $90 million as a result of the 1951 flood of the Kansas River. We 
are therefore vitally interested in all programs and projects which contribute 
toward protection from flood damage. 

We feel that the flood-protection program of the Corps of Engineers is de- 
signed to prevent repetition of the 1951 disaster and that the completion of 
that program would be endangered, or at least delayed, by the creation of a 
Water Resources Board as recommended by the Hoover Commission. 

For this reason we adopt and endorse the statements of Mr. Wm. G. Calvert, 
president, and Mr. Lew Paramore, executive director of the Mo-Ark Basins Flood 
Control and Conservation Association. 


Mr. Jones. Mr. George Schnellbacher, mayor of Topeka, Kans. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE SCHNELLBACHER, MAYOR, CITY OF 
TOPEKA, KANS. 


Mayor ScHNELLBACHER. Mr. Chairman, I am George Schnellbacher, 
mayor of Topeka, Kans., a city of 100,000 population, and also chair- 
man of the Kansas River Flood Control Committee, composed of rep- 
resentatives from Kansas, and I have a statement here I would like 
to read. 

I am mayor of the city of Topeka, Kans., a city of 100,000 popula- 
tion, and I am also president of the Kansas River Flood Committee. 
This committee is composed of representatives selected by the govern- 
ing body of 17 different cities, from Salina, Kans., to Kansas City, 
inclusive. 
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Our community suffered a $3 4 million loss in the 1951 flood, and 
the communities represented in the Kansas River Flood Committee 
suffered almost a billion dollar loss. 

Our committee has been very active, for the past 3 years, in sup- 
porting the recommended and ‘authorized projects which would help 
prevent a recurrence of a similar disaster flood such as was experienced 
in 1951. The people in the vicinity of Topeka recently held a bond 
election and approved, by a majority of 8 to 1, a bond issue to ac quire 
the necessary local right-of-way for part of our local flood protection 
for Topeka. 

We are very much interested in doing everything possible to speed 
up the construction of the flood- protection projects in the Kansas 
River Basin. We are also very much interested in the reservoirs 
authorized or under construction in the Kansas River Basin from the 
standpoint of a guaranteed water supply for our community. 

We would not be in favor of creating a Water Resources Board as 
recommended by the Hoover Commission unless such a board could 
serve a useful purpose in a policy advising capacity, and help to speed 
up the orderly construction of those projects in the Kansas River 
Basin in which we are so vitally interested. Once an overall com- 
hensive flood control and water conservation program that has proven 
feasibility is started, the Federal Government should give it all the 
support necessary to see it through to an early completion. Water 
conservation and flood control are no longer an area problem, but. one 
of national and international scope. Water is our greatest resource 
and should be conserved and used for the best interests of all. The 
question of obtaining the necessary construction money for the various 
projects, and not the authorization of them, has been the delaying 
factor in this area. 

We are cooperating with the various Federal agencies who are 
now charged by Congress with the responsibility “of constructing 
projects to conserve water and give protection against devastating 
floods. We feel that they are functioning very effectively and w ould 
most certainly be opposed to any administrative changes which might 
tend to slow down or delay the completion of the Missouri and Kansas 
River development plan. 

Mr. Jones. Mayor Schnellbacher, were you mayor in 1951? 

Mayor Scunetitpacuer. No. I took over in 1952. I would like 
to say also I am in complete agreement with Mr. Ploeser’s statement 
on the Resources Board. 

Mr. Jones. Is there any point you wanted to raise in addition to 
your prepared statement ¢ 

Mayor ScHNeELLBACHER. No, I do not believe so. You were out 
in that area and know what we face, so you have a pretty good idea. 

Mr. Jones. I do not think these other Members were there and I do 
not believe anybody could visualize the devastation that a flood can 
bring until you actually see the affected area. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. I would like to ask a question. I notice you also 
do not favor creating a Water Resources Board as recommended by 
the Hoover Commission. I would like to ask you, have you had diffi- 
culty with the Federal Government and expended money and seen 
many people and wasted many days in trying to get your problem 
before the Federal Government ? 
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Mayor ScHNELLBACHER. Yes, we have. The Tuttle Creek Dam, as 
mentioned awhile ago, was : authorized back in 1936 and we have been 
working on that ever since. Last year we obtained an appropriation 
of $7, 500, 000 and this year are asking for $7 million to continue con- 
struction on it. We also have Milford Dam and Perry Dam, and 
several others that have come and gone by the wayside and were 
authorized several years ago. We run into the same trouble as most 
people. We go before Congress and then have to go to the Bureau of 
the Budget, and they leave it out, and we have to fight to put it back 
in. So I am against anything definitely that will add or bring an 
executive branch up to the same powers as the Congress. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. I think that is quite interesting. You might be 
interested to know as a Member of Congress I think I heard from 
everybody in Kansas on Tuttle Creek Dam. 

Mayor ScHNELLBACHER. I can assure you you did. I know I am 
in the same spot. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Mayor. We are glad to 
havehad you. Mr. Scott Kelsey of Rossville, Kans. 


STATEMENT OF SCOTT W. KELSEY, FARMER, ROSSVILLE, KANS. 


Mr. Kersry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
a prepared statement I want to leave. Principally it is in opposition 
to this Water Resources Board because I feel it will delay our flood- 
control help that we are getting. We have been working on it a 
long time and are just starting to realize a little bit of actual con- 
struction on the Tuttle Creek Dam. 

I also want to thank you for letting us appear so we can meet our 
plane connections. 

Mr. Jones. Do you favor the construction of other projects that 
are authorized in that drainage area ? 

Mr. Ketsry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. What about the projects on the Kaw? 

Mr. Keusry. We do not have any project on the Kaw itself. It 
is the tributaries of the Kaw like the Blue River. We have Tuttle 
Creek under construction, and we have Kanopolis, which is built and 
in operation, but there are several others authorized that no appro- 
priation is made for. 

Mr. Jones. As I recall it at Topeka you had about 525,000 cubic 
feet per second. Are you of the opinion that that flood of record 
could be avoided by the construction of just smaller dams without 
impounding dams to take care of extraordinary rainfall? 

Mr. Ketsey. By smaller dams you refer to the soil-conservation- 
typedams? No,sir. I think we have to have a combination of both. 

Mr. Jones. We have three groups in the area. We have the folks 
who believe that all of the work should be done on the land, and we 
have those who believe that a combination of land management and 
large reservoirs will do the job, and third we have the people who 
believe that all we need is the larger dams. Which group is ahead 
right now ? 

“Mr. Kersey. Until I would say the last year it was probably the 
ones with small dams. But now I think we are coming out ahead of 
them with combination. I might say in my own county we have had 
only a soil-conservation district for about 2 years but the people who 
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are making themselves available to that service are not the people 
up on the hill who advocate these small dams, but the people down in 
the valley who are using all of their services. It seems like for some 
reason you cannot get these hill people to conserve their soil. 

Mr. Jones. Well, you know, I am a hill-billy myself. We like to 
keep it up on top of the hills. 

Mr. Keusry. If they would keep it there we would not have any 
problem. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, sir. It is good to have you. 
Without objection your prepared statement will be made a part of 
the record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Kelsey follows :) 

STATEMENT OF Scotr W. KELSEY, FARMER, ROSSVILLE, KANs. 

My name is Scott W. Kelsey. I live on a farm about 90 miles west of Kansas 
City. I am a farmer vitally interested in flood control. After years of hard 
work, flood control is beginning to become a reality for our valley. Farmers in 
my area call on the Corp of Engineers to assist in flood-control problems. 

Farmers in my area have taken it upon themselves to lessen effects of the 
drought through irrigation. Several thousand acres of land have been leveled 
during the past 3 years for irrigation purposes at a cost of $50 to $75 per acre. 
These leveled acres are at the mercy of devastating floods. 

Flood control in our area must not be stymied by further delaying actions. 
To get the most flood control at the earliest possible moment, I urge that the 
present agencies set up by Congress continue their present flood-control work. 
The formation of new agencies would only further delay flood control in the 
Kansas River Basin. 

Mr. Jones. Governor McMath. We are glad to have you, Gov- 
ernor. It is nice to have you here today. 


STATEMENT OF SID McMATH, GENERAL COUNSEL, ARKANSAS 
STATEWIDE RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. McMarn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I do 
not have a prepared statement and I am not an expert on water re- 
sources and power development. I will make my comments brief and 
endeavor not to repeat any of the testimony that has been given by 
other witnesses who have appeared here representing the consumer 
cooperatives and the steam generating cooperatives. 

We are concerned about the recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
mission as they pertain to the development of our water resources. 
We believe that if the recommendations of the Hoov er Commission 
are put into effect, and if the philosophy behind it is enacted into 
legislation, it will affect. adversely the economic development of 
Arkansas and the Southwest generally. In my State, of course, we 
have as fine people as you will find anywhere. They are intelligent, 
hardworking, and industrious. We have many natural resources 
that are undeveloped, but per capita wise we have less than $900 
income per year. 

If you will look at a map of Arkansas you will readily see that the 
greatest natural resource we have is our water. We have not even 
scratched the surface insofar as developing that resource is con- 
cerned. You will see that the Arkansas, the Red, the White, and 
other rivers go across our State. I suppose Arkansas has more water 
flowing across it than any State between the Alleghenies and the 
Rocky Mountains. We want that resource harnessed and developed. 
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Those streams do not recognize county boundaries or township 
boundaries or State boundaries. We do not have the capital, as a 
State, and none of the communities through which those streams pass 
have the capital, to build the dams that are necessary to control the 
water and use it for recreational purposes and soil-conservation pur- 
poses and power-production purposes. 

In order to develop that area as it should be developed we need a 
program something like the program which has been carried out in the 
Tennessee Valley area. In other words, we need an Arkansas Valley 
Authority, or some similar project in order to realize the potential that 
we have in that area. As I mentioned, we have a lot of natural re- 
sources that are undeveloped. They are resources you do not find in 
other areas of the United States. For instance, we have aluminum or 
bauxite which, as you know, aluminum is produced from. Aluminum 
is a metal of the future. We have 90 percent of the bauxite in the 
United States in that area. 

Mr. Jones. That is mined out at Bauxite, Ark.? 

Mr. McMarn. That is right. We do not have one single aluminum 
fabricating or processing plant because of the cost of power. It is 
prohibitive. They mine the bauxite in Arkansas and ship it out to 
other areas of the United States where they can get cheaper power. 

We have coal mines up in northwestern Arkansas and in the vie inity 
of Fort Smith and Ozark. We have tremendous deposits of coal, but 
not one single mine is in operation. The cost of transportation is 
prohibitive. 

If you will look at that map and see where the Arkansas empties into 
the Mississippi, down below Pine Bluff and Arkansas City, and trace 
it across the State through Pine Bluff and Little Rock, and Fort 
Smith, and into Oklahoma, you can get some idea of what it would 
mean to Arkansas and that area to have that river open for navigation. 
I suppose the Arkansas River is the largest river in the U nited States 
which is not navigable. 

Right now we are stymied on the industrial development which all 
of the Southern States, Congressmen, have got to come to. We are 
stymied on our industrial development because of two factors: The 
high cost of power and the lack of water transportation. Adequate 
development of those streams would overcome those two difficulties. 
It would increase the standard of living of our people and strengthen 
the economy of the whole area in the southwestern part of the United 
States. 

As far as the REA cooperatives are concerned, my firm represents as 
general counsel 18 consumer cooperatives. They have about 125,000 
farm families as members. We also represent a generating coopera- 
tive which is a cooperative on paper only because we as yet have not 
gotten our steam generating plant—which in itself is a long story. 

We are apprehensive that if the recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission are carried out as they pertain to rates, preferred cus- 
tomers, loans to cooperatives, and the building of steam generating 
plants—if those recommendations are carried out it will strangle the 
cooperatives in Arkansas and they will gradually be eliminated. That 
is what it means to us. It means the elimination of the REA cooper- 
atives in my State. 

Our struggle, I guess, has been similar to the struggles in other areas. 


We have been fought all the way by the private power companies. The 
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private companies would not supply these areas with electricity because 
they said it was not profitable. When the REA legislation was origi- 
nally introduced, they opposed it, and they have opposed us down to 
the present time. We have a suspicion that the private power com- 
panies, or at least their philosophy, have had some influence on the 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission. 

I mentioned the steam generating plant there. We have not built 
the plant yet. But, Congressmen, just the right to build the plant and 
the right to borrow ‘the money from the Federal Government has made 
it possible for us to enter into a favorable contract with the private 
power companies. We are getting our power now for 5.8 mills. We 
could not possibly have gotten a contract of that kind unless there was 
a threat that we would build our own steam generating plant and 
provide at least a part of our power. When we got the Joan for the 
steam generating plant the private power companies opposed it. Then 
when the cooperatives appeared before our public service commission 
to get a certificate of public convenience and necessity the private 
power companies opposed it. It was approved by the public service 
commission and appealed to the supreme court, which ruled there was 
no legislation in Arkansas authorizing a cooperative to build a steam 
generating plant. We introduced legislation which was corrective 
legislation to permit the cooperatives to build their own plant. But 
our contract with SPA expired January 1 and it was not until about 
February 1 that we got corrective legislation permitting us to go ahead 
and build the plant. We had tho loan, but they would not extend the 
contract. 

Since then we have been trying to get the original contract reacti- 
vated and have not been successful. We are making an effort right 
now to integrate it with the private power companies. We have not 
been successful. They say they are not going to wheel the power. 

Now, then, I mentioned the arrangement we had with our power 
companies giving us power at 5.8 mills. They came around and told 
our board of directors of the various co- ops, “Listen, you boys do not 
have to build this steam generating plant because we can sell you the 
power as cheap as you can generate it, and perhaps cheaper.” We 
signed the contract with them and then when they thought they had 
us blocked on the building of the steam generating plant they immedi- 
ately applied with the public service commission for an increase in 

rates, despite the contract. 

They wanted to incorporate into our written contracts a fuel adjust- 
ment clause. The fuel adjustment clause had been discussed when 
we were negotiating the contracts before the public service commission 
for approval. The president of Arkansas Power & Light Co. said, 
yes, the fuel adjustment clause was discussed and omitted ‘intentionally 
from the contract. At that time they thought we would build the 
steam generating plant. So we were able to beat them on that but 
they turned around and filed another rate increase which is now pend- 
ing. Weknow when our contracts expire if we do not have the right 
to build a steam generating plant and if we cannot borrow the money 
from the Federal Government we will not be in a strong bargaining 
position with the private power company and our rates will be in- 
creased—and we cannot pay the increased rates. 

Some of our cooperatives are now operating on a margin which is 
very narrow, and if we have to increase our rates they cannot survive. 
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We are losing population in Arkansas 

Mr. Jones. I saw Arkansas lost more population in the last 5 years 
than any other State. 

Mr. McMaru. We have lost 5.8 percent of our population. We have 
lost over 100,000 of our people. ‘That is notwithstanding an increase 
in birthrate. When you consider the increase in birthrate we are 
actually losing about. 100,000 people a year who are going out of 
Arkansas into other areas. A lot are going off the farms. If you do 
not have electricity on the farms in Arkansas the small farmers are 
not going to stay there. 

Mrs. GrirFitrus. How much of the farm area is electrified ? 

Mr. McMaru. Ninety percent. We have 90 percent electrified but 
they are not using as much electricity as they should. We have in 
progress right now a power-use program trying to educate them to 
use more power, not only for household purposes but for irrigation 
and the brooders, and so forth. According to the experiences in Ala- 
bama and Mississippi and Georgia, as the use of electricity increases 
on the farm the 1 income also increases. 

Mr. Jones. Governor, you said Arkansas Power & Light Co. op- 
posed your amelie ation for a loan from REA for the construction of a 
steam generating plant ? 

Mr. McMarn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Can you tell me whether or not the Arkansas Power & 
Light Co. opposed the authorization and construction of Bull Shoals 
Reservoir? 

Mr. McMarn. They opposed the authorization and construction of 
Norfork. They opposed the authorization and construction of Bull 
Shoals, and they opposed the authorization and construction of Bull 
Shoals until it was arranged they would get the power from Bull 
Shoals. Right now we are not getting one kilowatt of power from 
Bull Shoals or Norfork Dams. 

Mr. Jones. Did you apply for power? 

Mr. McMartn. Yes. Of course, Bull Shoals is going to Reynolds 
Metals Co. at Arkadelphia, and it is being transmitted over A. P. & L. 
lines. 

It is the philosophy of — Power & Light Co. that they are 
for these projects if they can get the power. They are willing to 
build transmission lines aia install generating facilities if they can 
get the power. They would like to have the preferred customer policy 
eliminated. 

Mr. Jones. Reynolds Metals was not in the picture at the time 
Bull Shoals was authorized. 

Mr. McMarn. No; it was not. It was not. 

Mr. Jones. The construction of their plant came subsequent to the 
authorization of Bull Shoals. 

Mr. McMartn. That is right. The Public Service Commission of 
Arkansas now is going to make an investigation of the rate that the 
Arkansas Power & Light Co. is charging the industrial consumer as 
compared to what they are charging the housewife or householder. 
Here is a statement right here, given to me a minute ago. This is 
from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch : 

The State PSC of Arkansas has charged that the power company was in effect 
subsidizing industrial customers by selling them cheap power and forcing smaller 
customers to make up the difference through higher rates. Last week a Little 
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Rock city attorney quoted figures showing Reynolds Metals Co. in 1953 consumed 
31 percent of Arkansas Power & Light’s power output and paid $2,900,000 of its 
total revenue. On the other hand Longster said, residential consumption used 
only 6.7 percent of the output and paid $9,300,000 of the year’s revenue. The 
sale of cheap hydroelectric power from Bull Shoals Dam to Reynolds Metals 
has been criticized by some who argued this power should go to the cooperatives 
or other customers with a priority higher than the industries. 

Mr. Jones. Did the cooperatives make application for any part of 
the power at Bull Shoals? 

Mr. McMarn. Yes. And we have application made now for some 
power from Table Rock. We want to get 50,000 kilowatts from Table 
Rock. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Arkansas Power & Light opposed Table Rock too? 

Mr. McMarn. Yes, ma’am. 

Mr. Jones. Was there a suit or any litigation as a result of the 
failure to acquire power under the preference clause of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944? 

Mr. McMarn. No litigation. There probably should have been. 

Mr. Jones. I understand there probably will be litigation over Clark 
Hill in the Georgia situation. What is the undev eloped hydro poten- 
tial of the State? Do you have those figures? 

Mr. McMarn. I do not have. As to the attitude of the private 

power company on this industrialization, while I was Governor of 
Arkansas, pursuing this effort of ours to get aluminum fabricating 
plants in ‘Ark: ansas, we were endeavoring to get Spartan Aircraft Co. 
to come into Arkansas and establish a fabricating plant there making 
aircraft parts. Of course, at that time they had to get an allocation 
for aluminum production from the War Assets Board, I believe, or 
one of the Federal agencies. That was opposed by the private power 
companies. 

The reason why they opposed it was Spartan was going to build 
their own steam generating plant. They had their own gas reserves 
and were going to build “their own steam generating plant. The 
allocation for aluminum production was denied and given to Reynolds 
Metals Co. and, of course, Arkansas Power & Light has gotten the 
power from Bull Shoals and is selling it to Reynolds Metals. Of 
course, we are not opposed to the pri vate power companies, but we 
do not think they should be opposed to us. 

Mr. Jones. Recommendation No. 11 of the Hoover Commission says 
that the private utilities should be permitted to purchase a fair share 
of Federal power. At the present time the so-called private utilities 
are purchasing 42 percent of the total amount of power generated 
by the Federal Government. Do you think that is a fair share? 

Mr. McMarn. I think it is. It certainly is when you consider how 
much is being purchased by the co-ops. I do not think we get more 
than 13 percent, do we? 

Mr. Jones. Something like 12 to 14 percent. 

Mr. McMarn. Most of the power is going to private companies or 
industries. 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mrs. Grirriras. Directly to industry ? 

Mr. McMarn. To industry. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Or through private companies? 

Mr. McMarn. Through the private companies transmission sys- 
tems. They wheel it. 
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Mr. Jones. Do the cooperatives operating in the State of Arkansas 
pay in lieu of taxes ? 

Mr. McMarn. We pay property tax and sale tax, but not the income 
tax, because we are a nonprofit organization. 

Mr. Jones. Do you agree with recommendation No. 10— 


That the Government or its agencies cease the building of steam plants and 
provide for the equation of their power loads by interconnection with the grids 
of neighboring power systems. 


Mr. McMarnu. No, sir. I believe that the Federal Government 
should build generating plants. If they were not permitted to build 
generating plants, they could not take full advantage of the hydro- 
power w hich comes from the Federal power dams. 

Mr. Jones. Nor could it increase its earning capacity to pay back 
the debt. 

Mr. McMarn. That is right. If our cooperatives were forced to 
have to borrow money from non-Federal agencies, I do not believe we 
could get it because the Federal Government has a first mortgage. 

Mr. Jones. How are you going to borrow money if you have no 
equity ? 

Mr. McMarn. That is right. We are paying back our loans and 
actually the Federal Government is making money on the loans, to 

say nothing of the indirect benefits. 

Mr. Jones. If you had to go out and borrow money in the money 
market today, with the margin of equity you develop, the REA’s 
would not be operating it but the mortgagees would be operating it. 

Mr. McMartn. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Because they would have to have somebody there to 
see that their investment was protected. 

Mr. McMarn. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. So management would be lost to the REA’s. There is 
not a good businessman who lends money, whether it is a corporation 
or a bank, who will not see that his loan is secured. Naturally he 
will make the request that he participate in the management to secure 
his loan and protect his investment in the loan. 

So, as far as the lending of money is concerned, if the REA had to 
go to the private lenders, they would also have to assume that the 
private lenders would assume management of the REA’s and co-ops. 

Mr. McMarn. That is right. We have made an effort to borrow 
money from private sources for building our steam-generating plant 
to find out how much it would cost us, but the interest rate is 
prohibitive. 

Mr. Jonrs. The less equity you have the higher interest rate you 
have to pay. 

Mr. McMartu. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Because it w vould be a longer gamble for the investor. 
The utility industry itself tries to develop at least 45 to 50 percent 
equity before they expand and obtain money at a low rate of interest. 

Mr. McMarn. Yes. 

Mr. Liescoms. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Lipscomb. 

Mr. Lirpscoms. What did you mean when you said the Federal 
Government was making money on their loans ? 
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Mr. McMartn. They are charging an interest rate and the loans are 
being paid back. The interest would constitute a profit, and then 
the indirect benefits that the Federal Government derives is almost 
immeasurable. I understand in the TVA area alone the income tax 
in that areas increased by better than 100 percent since TVA became 
operative. I do not think we should look at it from purely a profit 
standpoint but from a service standpoint. 

Mr. Liescoms. You mentioned that the Federal Government was 
making money on their loans. 

Mr. McMaru. I think they are. 

Mr. Liescoms. For a number of years past the Federal Government 
has had to go out to borrow money in order to lend money. 

Mr. McMatu. When you consider the long-range advantage to the 
Federal Government I think they are making money on their loan to 
TVA and all the cooperatives. 

Mr. Larscoms. The same situation is not true in your State as in the 
Tennessee Valley, though; is it? 

Mr. McMarnu. No. We do not have the advantages they have in 
the TVA area right now. 

Mr. Jones. But you do have the potential. 

Mr. McMaru. We have the potential. Sure. And we do not be- 
grudge the people in the TVA area their advantage. We are all for it. 
I saw the poverty of the people there and the erosion of their farms 
and the disease and malaria they had and the lack of a balanced econ- 
omy. You had one row crop and no industrial development. You go 
in there now and you have a balanced industrial development and a 
balanced farming program. Even if we should have another depres- 
sion like in the thirties, those people will not suffer like they did 
then. They will not go hungry like they did. 


Mr. Lirscoms, Are there any co-ops that are in default in Arkansas 
at the prereset time ? 


Mr, McMartu. No. 

Mr. Lirscoms. You mentioned at the start of your statement their 
having a pretty hard time meeting payments. 

Mr. McMarn. Yes. We have one co-op at the present time making a 
margin and if we have to increase our rates we will not be able to 
meet it. 

Mr. Liescoms. What are your rates now ? 

Mr. McMaru. 5.8 mills. 

Mr. Lirscoms. I think you said that. 

Mr. McMatu. Yes. 

Mr. Liescoms. What is the so-called private utility rate in the area? 


Mr. McMartu. Let me see. I cannot tell you. It is about 50 percent 
more than the co-op rates. 


Mr. Lipscoms. 50 percent? 
Mr. McMaru. Yes. 


Mr. Jones, Any other questions? Thank you very much Governor. 
Mr. Boudreaux. 


STATEMENT OF M. W. BOUDREAUX, MANAGER, NORTHEAST 
MISSOURI ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 


Mr. Bouprraux. My name is M. W. Boudreaux, manager of the 
Northeast Missouri Electric Cooperative. It is a G. and T. coopera- 
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tive consisting of 6 cooperatives, 5 in Missouri, and 1 in southern Iowa. 
We furnish electric power to 23,500 farm homes at wholesale. 

Unlike some of the G. and T.’s, the rest of them that have been here— 
we are isolated and have no connection with any Federal project or 
any working connection other than an emergency arrangement with 
the Central Power Cooperative, over which we get only emergency 
power. We are the oldest in the State. The first set up and first to 
operate and first to reach maximum debt service. 

We are opposed to the recommendations of the Hoover Commission 
in reference to REA, the Federal power program, and the rivers and 
waterways. We believe that proposals as outlined in the report on 
REA were conceived by those organized and self-perpetuating groups 
of would-be self-appointed leaders s representing the moneyed interests 
of this country. We further believe that the conception was not 
virginal. 

We are sure with respect to the interest rates on REA loans, and 
especially ours, were they to be raised through the establishment of 
an independent agency, that it would mean definite bankruptcy. 

We are not speaking here in intangibles because we have recently 
been forced to increase our wholesale rates to our members. We have 
been forced to increase our rates from 1214 mills to 15.88 mills. It is 
a high cost of power. Geography has something to do with it. 

Our construction program was retarded by the advent of the Korean 
war and the inability to get materials and the rising costs. The loan 
was predicated on the economy of 1947 and we are now operating in 
the economy of 1955, which is vastly different. 

Our loan payments today, interest and pr incipal pay ments, amount 
to $457,000 a year. That will increase to $497,000 in 1957. Our posi- 
tion is so marginal that we are unable to establish a fund for depre- 
ciation reserve. All of the money we collect from our sales of electric 
energy goes to the direct operating expenses and repayment of our 
loan. We fund only $50,000 a year as a sinking fund, which is a re- 
placement reserve. ‘I think in the current year we have absolutely no 
reserves. 

We are delinquent in our repayments to the Government $261,000, 
of which $30,000 will be paid this December and the balance will be 

paid in the next 2 years, and the delinquency will be written off. That 
came about simply because of the fact that it was a loan established 
in one economy and being paid in another, and the shortage of mate- 
rials and not getting into operation when we could. 

Our people for 11 years were asked to shut off their power when we 
were buying from municipals and private utilities. In other words, 
some people were given power today and some others tomorrow. 
There was not sufficient to go around. At the time they were paying 
all the way from 1214 to 18 mills for wholesale power at different 
member cooperatives. The difference in the interest would aggregate 
just about $180,000 a year were the Government to set up an inde- 

vendent agency ‘and go into the money market to buy money. I think 

Mr. Green was very conservative when he estimated 3 percent. I 
think a fresh look at the money market would indicate money would 
cost 4 to 414 percent. We cannot exist on that and would be bankrupt 
at the close of the first fiscal year. 

There were no extenuating circumstances. There is no projecting 
this into the future. We have used up our period of moratorium. We 
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are into the period of our maximum debt service and it is a matter of 
revenue and expenditure. It is not a matter of developing sinking 
funds and reserves, but a matter that, if we do not get the revenue 
this year and our expenses are no greater, we are simply bankrupt and 
in the hands of receivers if there is no additional expense. 

As I say, we are independent. We are independently laid out. We 
have asked and investigated and made many trips to the different 
agencies in the Government asking for Federal power on the same 
kind of arrangement as the other G. & T.’s in Missouri have. That is 
a lease-oper rated arrangement where you lease the facilities to the 
Southwestern Power Administration” grid and in turn enjoy the 
benefits of hydro power, which you firm up with steam thermal power. 
We have been told it could not be done because we were outside of 
the safe operational area of the SPA grid. But after 314 years of 
diligent research we find that was not the intent of the Congress and 
was never outlined by Congress, but is merely an agency directive. 

Who originated this directive we cannot find out. We believe we 
are entitled to the same benefits as the other cooperatives in the State 
of Missouri and by the same arrangement, or as similar as feasibility 
would allow. 

You people have mentioned here the disruption of one Government 
agency not knowing what the others are doing. We do not find that 
to be true. We do not propose, and oppose the establishment of any 
more agencies in Government. The ones we have function, and they 
would function well were they to follow the intent of Congress and 
not be retarded by meddling of the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment. The Constitution and Bill of Rights clearly establishes a 
vehicle for the amendment or extension of any service of the Govern- 
ment or its agencies and we do not see why the thing cannot be recti- 
fied, amended and clarified and made to work in this area as it did 
50 years ago, and why it should be necessary to create another stum- 
bling block in the way of progress. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Are not these branches of the Government you work 
with, part of the executive branch of the Government ? 

Mr. Boupreaux. We work with the Rural Electrification Admin- 
istration. That was established by Congress. 

Mr. Lirscoms. But you mentioned working with a lot of them. 

Mr. Boupreaux. Yes; the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Lirscome. Are they not all parts of the executive branch of 
the Government ? 

Mr. Boupreaux. They are headed by members. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Does not the executive branch of the Government 
have something to say about their operations? 

Mr. Boupreaux. We would like to think so but we have found 
instances where the executive branch of the Government did not 
know. 

Mr. Lirscomp. You recommend that they should not? 

Mr. Boupreaux. I recommend that the-—— 

Mr. Lipscoms. You said they were meddling. 

Mr. Boupreavx. I said the people in these branches of the Govern- 
ment are meddling with the intent of Congress. We do not believe, 
for instance that the Bureau of the Budget should pass on the feasi- 
bility of any study. It is not in the scope of their responsibility. 
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Mr. Liarscoms. The executive branch of the Government has to 
submit to the Congress a budget for the year and in that budget they 
must include the items for the programs they wish to go forward, 
and those they question. 

Mr. Boupreavux. Yes. 

Mr. Lirscoms. That is the Bureau of the Budget’s function. 

Mr. Boupreavx. Yes; but it is not their function to delete or add to. 

Mr. Lirscome. ‘Somebody has to do it. 

Mr. Boupreaux. They can recommend that funds are not avail- 
able but I do not believe they should pass on the feasibility of one 
project versus another. I do not think that is the intent of Congress 
and the laws. 

Mr. Lirescoms. That is the way it has been done for a long time. 

Mr. Boupreaux. Yes; it has been done. 

Mr. Lipscoms. It is not eee you are talking about. 

Mr. Boupreaux. No; it is not new, but when a thing i is old and 
cankerous the disease can ‘till be great. It does not have to be a new 
disease. 

Mr. Lirscoms. That is why we are studying it and why the Hoover 
Commission studied it. 

Mr. Boupreavux. But to recommend a new bureau I do not believe 
cures an ailment of the old. I do not believe it cures necessarily the 
ailment of the old. Furthermore, we are opposed to the recom- 
mendation of this waterway charge because we burn coal at the rate 
of 70,000 to 75,000 tons of coal a year. Our transportation charges 
today are 1 cent more than the cost of the coal. We pay $3 for south- 
ern Illinois coal and $3.01 to have it hauled. The only relief we have 
in sight is to have the coal delivered by barge on the Mississippi River. 
We are in the process now of building terminal facilities for unload- 
ing and handling coal. We believe it is cheaper both in handling 
and shipping. 

Coal can be handled and stored for 17 cents a ton. At the present 
time you can handle coal by rail for 12 cents a ton but have to take it 
as scheduled by rail, whereas it can be banked and stored by barge and 
it will have to go through the thaws and freezing in the cars by rail, 
so the costs are equitable. We do not want to see the competition 
offered by the barge lines cut down in favor of the railroads. 

That is all I can say. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Liescoms. If the Northeast Missouri Electric Cooperative were 
to start this cooperative on what you call a 1955 dollar, would you 
still start one? 

Mr. Boupreaux. Yes. We operate on the same economy that the 
power companies are operating on now, and our prices are up too. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Are your prices up ? 

Mr. Boupreaux. Yes. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Then why does your project sound to me so eco- 
nomically unsound? Why are you having such a hard time? If you 
would start one now on the 1955 dollar, why are you having so much 
trouble ? 

Mr. Boupreavx. As I tried to explain to you, we did not get the 
load development we should have gotten because we have ac tu: ally 4 
years when our people did not have ] power and other people were buy- 
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ing appliances. Our people are buying them some, but they did 
not or could not use them all the time because there was not power 
there to run them. But when we do get in there and finally are able 
to supply the equipment and establish our company as an operating 
force the people do not have the appliances and there is a drop in 
farm prices. The load is not there. It is coming, though. It is 
coming at 1014 percent a year but we are exactly 4 years behind in 
our load growth. 

The feasibility of all cooperatives is figured rather closely. 

Mr. Lrescoms. When did you start? 

Mr. Boupreaux. We started construction in 1947. 

Mr. Lirscoms. When did you start operating ? 

Mr. Boupreaux. We started operating on a limited scale in late 
1951 and we have operated everything last year—all of our units. 

Mr. Lirscoms. You started operating in 1951 and your moratorium 
has expired ¢ 

Mr. Boupreaux. Oh, yes. The moratorium expired. 

Mr. Liescoms. What was the amount of your loan? 

Mr. Boupreaux. $9,450,000. 

Mr. Lirscoms. When do you anticipate you will have your full load 
yoing ¢ 
7 Mr. Boupreaux. We will be beyond the safe limits of our present 
capacity in 1959. 

Mr. Lirscoms, How many customers do you have? 

Mr. Boupreaux. 23,500. 

Mr. Liescoms. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. The committee will recess 
until 1:30 p. m. 

(Whereupon, at 12:45 p. m., the committee recessed until 1:30 
p- m.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Frank Bruno. How are you Mr. Bruno? We are 
glad to have you today. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK BRUNO, AGENT, PORT OF ST. LOUIS, 
NATIONAL MARITIME UNION 


Mr. Bruno. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much this oppor- 
tunity to appear before you. 

Mr. Jones. Will you identify yourself for the record, please? 

Mr. Bruno. My name is Frank Bruno, agent for the National 
Maritime Union, port of St. Louis. At this meeting I am also spokes- 
man for the International Organization of Masters, Mates, and Pilots, 
Inc., Local No. 28, and Marine Engineers Beneficial Association No. 6 
of St. Louis. Speaking for the three unions, we represent several 
thousand employees on the vessels, all of whom vigorously oppose 
recommendation No. 8 of the report on water resources and power. 

I wish to submit the following statement. The transportation of 
freight on the western rivers system and the intracoastal canal is 
one of the healthiest and most rapidly growing industries in the coun- 
try. Still small in comparison with railway transportation and still 
considerably below motor freight lines in volume of freight hauled, it 
is growing at a rate far in excess of either of the other two. The rail- 
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road industry in particular is seeking in every way possible to throttle 
this rising competitor and it is the feeling of the speaker that the idea 
of placing tolls on river transportation receives its principal support 
from the railroad industry and the financial giants which own and 
control this industry. 

The men who do the work of moving this freight on the rivers are 
opposed to the efforts of the railroad interests to hamper the growth 
and development of this young and vigorous industry, and regard 
such moves as threats to their livelihood and the welfare of themselves 
and their families now and for the future. 

The growth of river shipping is reflected in the increasing number 
of people employed aboard the boats over the past 25 years. In 1930 
there were no more than 75 boats on the western rivers, including a 
considerable number which were restricted to the coal trade in the 
Pittsburgh area. The figure of 1,350 would be a liberal estimate of the 
total number of individuals comprising the crews of all the towboats 
on these rivers at that time. 

By 1940 this figure had more than doubled and by 1950 it had 
risen to 10,000 or more. At the present time a conservative estimate 
would be 28,000 to 30,000 men and women manning the towboats 
on the Mississippi River system and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. 
At the anticipated rate of growth, based on the current rate of expan- 
sion, by 1960 there will be somewhere in the neighborhood of 100,000 
people manning these vessels. These figures do not include the addi- 
tional thousands employed in handling riverborne freight such as 
longshoremen, truckdrivers, and so forth, whose work is just as de- 
pendent upon the towboats as that of the crew members themselves. 
Nor does it include the hundreds and thousands of employees of the 
establishments which supply and service the towboats and barges— 
the shipyard workers, the Eicon’ engine workers, the rope and cable 
workers, appliance and equipment people, boat store employees, and 
others. 

The barge line industry is predominantly composed of small oper- 
ators. Alt wah several companies have more than a dozen boats each, 
most of the operators have less than 3 boats, and by far the greatest 
number operate only 1 boat. This is readily shown by the fact that 
the 2,800 towboats now in operation are spread among approximately 
2 ,000 operators. 

For Congress to inhibit the development of this increasingly im- 
portant industry by enacting a toll system for the ostensible purpose 
of raising revenue would serve only to defeat the announced purpose 
by sacrificing the prospective tremendous tax increases through other 
channels which natural growth and expansion will provide, as well 
as to threaten the revenue currently being received from the industry 
as it exists today. 

The main arteries of river commerce are, of course, the Mississippi 
and Ohio Rivers. The mighty Missouri, although still treacherous, 
unpredictable, and difficult to navigate, is opening up with two lines 
operating regular schedules as far up as Omaha, Nebr. 

Mr. Jones. You said you are going up to Omaha at the present 
time, Mr. Bruno. What is the principal commodity carried by the 
water carriers to Omaha / 
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Mr. Bruno. Steel and petroleum products are the main products, 
and grain coming south. That is the big egest shipment now—grain 
coming south and steel and petroleum products going north. 

Mr. Jonres. Where does the steel originate? In “the Pittsburgh 
area ? 

Mr. Bruno. Yes, sir; Pittsburgh. 

Mr. Jones. And it comes down the Ohio? 

Mr. Bruno. Yes, sir; and then the Mississippi and up into the 
Missouri. 

The Illinois Waterway links Chicago with the Mississippi, and the 
Gulf Intracoastal Canal links the entire gulf coast with the rivers. 
Branching out from the Ohio, the Cumberland and the Tennessee 
reach deep into the Midsouth, and barge traflic to and from cities as 
far away as Nashville and Chattanooga and Guntersville is becoming 
increasingly i important. 

The Warrior-Tombigbee system in Alabama serves to connect Bir- 
mingham and other industrial centers with Mobile and the gulf. 
Other western streams which are navigs ne for at least a part of their 
length include the Pearl, Red, W hite, Green, Ouachita, St. Croix, 
Kentucky, Muskingum, Big Sandy, Kanawha, Allegheny, and Monon- 
gahela. Extensive , additions to nav igable mileage are in pr ospect for 
the Trinity in Texas, the Red in Louisiana, and the Alabama- Coosa 
system, and the Chattahoochee in Alabama and Georgia. Many east- 
ern seaboard streams are also navigable for some dist: ance, and at 
least two streams on the Pacific coast are navigable. 

When the Atlantic and Pacific seaboard rivers and the intracoastal 
canals are added to the western river system, there remain only 10 
States out of 48 which are not in some degree served by barge lines. 

Others have told you or will tell you of the importance of this 
industry to many other industries and the accelerated movement of 
industry to the many points where river transportation is accessible. 
That is a matter of tremendous concern. 

The specific point we wish to make is that the people now employed 
on the river have vital interest in the continued health and growth 
of this industry. It must be remembered that the towboat industry 
boomed during the depths of the depression and continued to grow 
and expand both duri ing World War IT and since the war. At a time 
when the money market is tightening and credit is becoming more 
restricted, when some industries and indeed the entire economy may 
be faced with a period of leveling off or retrenching, every avenue of 
increasing employment, of more jobs for the people of our country, 
should be ¢ arefully pr otected. 

The men who compose the crews of today’s towboats are, for the 
major part, people whose entire lives are tied to the river. They 
and their families—for most of them are family m are dependent 
upon the continued health and growth of this industry in a way that 
most industrial workers are not. Their work involves specialized 
skills, not readily transferable to other pursuits, and a way of living 
on and off the boats which ill adapts them to employment in other 
fields. They must be reckoned with in consideration of any legisla- 
tion which would affect their livelihood; and, it might be added, the 
dislocation caused by the loss of jobs in this industry would, for the 
reasons mentioned, cause not only hardship to these people, but would 
result in a substantial welfare burden on the rest of the citizens. 
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It is probably not amiss to recall to this subcommittee’s attention 
the fact that the shipping industry generally, by which is usually 
meant deep-sea shipping, has been a very sick industry for many years 
and that industry has been heavily subsidized at the taxpayers’ ex- 
pense by Congress and the executive branch. 

The river shipping industry seeks no subsidies, and now since the 
Government has sold the Federal Barge Line, is entirely privately 
owned and operated, and is self-sustaining in all of its operations. 

Mr. Jones. You mean the purchase of the Inland Waterways Cor- 
poration. The Department of Commerce has sold the Inland Water- 
ways Corporation’s assets ? 

Mr. Bruno. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. And it is being operated by the purchaser. 

Mr. Bruno. As a private concern today. 

Mr. Jonzs. I believe its headquarters are here in St. Louis. Is that 
right? 

Mr. Bruno. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Do you recall whether they took over the railroad from 
the port of Birmingham ? 

Mr. Bruno. Yes, sir; they did. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know what price was paid for the Inland Water- 
ways Corporation ? 

Mr. Bruno. Somewhere in the neighborhood of about $9 million, 
I think, or pretty close to it. 

Mr. Jones. Their principal tow was the Harry Truman. 

Mr. Bruno. They have the Harry Truman and some BPC boats 
which the Government built during the war as a defense measure. 
They have approximately 12 tow boats. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think the price of $9 million was a reasonable 
figure for the sale of those properties ? 

Mr. Bruno. Well, it is a 

Mr. Jonrs. That is beside the point. You go ahead. 

Mr. Bruno. It seeks—the river shipping industry—only that no 
stumbling blocks be placed in its way and that the rivers continue free 
and open to commerce. 

[ might digress a little bit from this report if I may, Mr. Chairman. 
I do not know of any system of transportation where so much freight 
could be hauled with so few men. I am thinking in terms of the de- 
fense of our country. I think during World War II there was a good 
demonstration of the need and necessity of keeping the waters open 
for materials on the inland waters because of the amount moved down. 
Manpower was awfully scarce, and it might be again also. That 
should be kept in mind. 

Mr. Jones. Any questions ? 

Mrs. Grirritus. No. It is a very interesting report. 

Mr. Jonrs. Thank you very much, Mr. Bruno. 

Mr. H. E. Slusher. 


STATEMENT OF H. E. SLUSHER, PRESIDENT, MISSOURI FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Stusuer. Yes, sir, Mr. Jones. 
Mr. Jonrs. You are the president of the Missouri Farm Bureau 
Federation ? 
70818—56—pt. 10 —5 
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Mr. Stusuer. Yes, sir. 

Congressman Jones and Members of Congress, my name is H. E. 
Slusher, president of the Missouri Farm Bureau Federation. 

I wish to thank this committee for the invitation to appear before 

ou and for the opportunity to present the policy adopted by the 
issouri Farm Bureau Federation relating to the Hoover Commis- 
sion Report on Water Resources and Power. 

First, I would like to quote the recommendation adopted by unani- 
mous vote of the delegate body last week in Jefferson City, Mo. There 
were 459 delegates in attendance, representing 91 Farm Bureau 
counties and 48,601 voluntary dues-paying family members. This is 
merely a recommendation to the American Farm Bureau Federation 
annual meeting in Chicago, December 5 to 15. Final action to deter- 
mine policy will be taken there. This policy then becomes the policy 
of the Missouri Farm Bureau Federation for 1956. 

Mr. Jones. So I understand you, you are quoting from the—— 

Mr. Stusuer. From the Missouri recommendation. 

Mr. Jones. That occurred last week ? 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. That is the Missouri body. 

Mr. Stusuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. And not the policy adopted at the annual meeting of 
the American Farm Bureau Federation. 

Mr. Stusuer. Their meeting is from the 5th of December to the 
15th. 


We again strongly urge the Government to continue the policy of making 
loans for the construction of generation and transmission facilities that are 
estimated to be economically feasible by competent engineering studies which 
will provide lower cost, adequate power, and more dependable service to the 
farmer. We urge further the extension of service to rural areas not now being 
served. 

* * * a * * s 


We recommend that the Missouri Farm Bureau Federation go on record 
as being opposed to the latest Hoover Commission recommendations to the 
United States Government in relation to REA. * * * 

Mr. Jones. May I ask you some questions because it pertains to 
the resolution adopted by the Missouri Farm Bureau Federation ? 

Mr. StusHer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. That is addressed to the general recommendations of 
the Hoover Commission which relate to REA and its functions? 

Mr. Stusuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. On the adoption of those resolutions did you particu- 
larly take up the points of the Hoover Commission recommendations 
with respect to their effect on the policy of the Federal Government 
relating to REA’s? 

Mr. StusHer. Yes, sir. We took up that particular resolution, and 
the one to some extent on power and water resources. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. I presume that the resolution as adopted 
would be in opposition to recommendations Nos. 9 through 15? 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Jongs. Those particular sections? 

Mr. StusHer. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. And the Missouri Farm Bureau Federation is unalter- 
ably opposed to these recommendations contained in 9 through 15? 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 
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Mr. Jones. Thank you, sir. 
statement. 
Mr. StusHer. The Hoover Commission recommends— 


Now you may proceed with your 


that REA be incorporated, operated on a self-supporting basis and required 
to secure its loan funds by issuing its own bonds. 

This statement was sent out to our county Farm Bureaus in August 
for consideration and recommendation to the policy committee of 
the State Farm Bureau. Not one of the 91 counties agreed that 
this was the time to make such a change. 

The REA has been operating during a time of ever-increasing 
national income. The farm income, likewise, has been increasing 
during the life of REA, with the exception of the last 4 years. 

During that period the REA has been remarkably successful in 
its operation at both the national and the local level. There is no 
guaranty that success will be assured during a period of long-con- 
tinued depressed prices. There is no assurance that the REA could 
finance the program by issuing its own bonds. Such a goal is high] 
desirable from the standpoint of both Government and the local REA 
member ; but this is not the time to bring about such a change, desirable 
as it may seem. ‘The expansion of the REA has been so rapid that 
gains made need to be consolidated. Management needs to take in- 
ventory as to where they are and where they are going. Any changes 
such as the Hoover Deaton suggests could prove crippling, 
indeed, to further development of the REA program. 

The REA Act as passed by the Congress has been one of the most 
outstanding pieces of farm legislation ever passed. A great service 
has been rendered to farm people. Under the law, Congress has been 
able to watch and to control the operation of the program. They 
have provided the loan funds as needed. The program has been a 
real investment in farm people. It has returned good interest on the 
investment. 

We should keep the program as it is for the present, at least. 

The Farm Credit Act had to be proven over a much longer period 
of time than REA has operated. Changes to provide for ownership 
of the various agencies were brought about only last year—talking 
about farm credit now. The day will come when the same can be done 
for the REA program, but that time is not now. 

In addition to my comments on the REA recommendation, I would 
like to speak briefly on “User charges should be made on inland 
waterways,” as recommended in the Hoover Commission report. 

Our farm bureau policy is not too specific in regard to this recom- 
mendation. Our board has not discussed the full portent of the 
recommendation. 

Our policy on monopoly in any form—by industry, labor, agricul- 
ture, or government—is very definite. Yet, such policy cannot be 
interpreted specifically as applying to “user charges on inland 
waterways.” 

With this background, I wish to make an assumption of my own 
and which I feel sure a majority of Missouri Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion members will support. 

First, navigation and power on most of our inland streams was 
secondary to flood control in the development of our water-resources 
program. 
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This being true, then it would be exceedingly difficult to assess cost 
as between the three projects. 

We have a policy in this country of building National and State 
highways. No one has ever presumed to say that the large trucking 
firms have ever paid an equitable cost for the use of those highways. 
If they did, we know full well that the cost would be passed on to 
the consumer. 

Second, the Government is not supposed to operate any great natural 
resource as a source of profit to itself. National parks and all public 
improvements are for the benefit of all the people. 

herefore, I do not see the merit in penalizing those who use the 
waterways to the advantage of other transportation systems. 

The railroads have had their subsidies. The trucking interests 
have theirs. We need to make greater use of the cheapest means of 
transportation man has ever had—namely, water. 

Water transportation needs encouragement in our country, and 
not discouragement. 

When we reach the point in our economy and operation of govern- 
ment that all subsidies can be dispensed with, then I heartily agree 
that the Commission’s recommendation should be given careful con- 
sideration. 

Farm people stand to profit as much or more than any other group 
by ee ail water transportation. Nearly all their commodities 
are both bulky and heavy. ‘Therefore, they lend themselves to water 
transportation more than other commodities. 

For the above reasons I would oppose the recommendation. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. 

Mr. Slusher, are you of the opinion that the loans made to REA 
cooperatives are in the nature of a. subsidy 4 

Mr. StusHer. They are not supposed to be. The charges are against 
the co-ops and they should pay back both the loan and the interest on 
them. But if they default, of course, we know the Government will 
have to stand behind the loans. 

Mr. Jones. And the best way we can keep them from defaulting is 
keeping them in a healthy operating condition ? 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. In order that the taxpayers will not suffer the losses 
incurred by the oo exercise of their legal authority ? 

Mr. Stusner. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Recommendation No. 10 says: 

That the Government or its agencies cease the building of steam plants and 
provide for the equation of their powerloads by interconnection with the grids 
of neighboring power systems, 

_I presume your resolution covered this proposition and is in opposi- 
tion to it? 

Mr. Stusner. Our national policy in respect to that is that the Gov- 
ernment do not build steam plants. 

Mr. Jones. I am talking about the Missouri, and not the national. 

Mr. Stusuer. The national policy in respect to that is our policy at 
the present time. Our State makes recommendations and then the 
voting delegates at the national level adopt the policy, and that be- 
comes our policy unless it is so different from our ree that we 
reserve notice that we are going along and abide by the majority rule 
in most cases, 
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Mr. Jones. As I inquired earlier, I asked if it applied through rec- 
ommendations 9 through 15. From what you have just said I assume 
that the resolution passed by the Missouri Farm Bureau Federation 
did not take into account the opposition to recommendation No. 10? 

Mr. Stusner. I am not specific about that No. 10. 

Mr. Jones. Let me hand it to you. 

Mr. Stusuer. Our State resolution did not refer specifically to 
this, but the American Farm Bureau Federation resolution would be 
in opposition to recommendation No. 10, as it stands today; and I 
do not think they are going to change it at the time of the annual 
meeting beginning on December 5. 

Mr. Jones. So the Missouri Farm Bureau Federation adopted this 
resolution which was in agreement with the national policy in oppos- 
ing recommendation No. 10? 

r. StusHer. That is right. 

Mr. Lirescoms. Would you mind stating what that position is of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation that you concur in ? 

Mr. Stusuer. That the Government not engage in building steam 
plants if they can be built by private companies more economically ; 
and that they will provide the power at a reasonable rate to the REA 
co-ops. That is almost word for word. ; 

Mr. Lirscoms. Then basically you approve of recommendation 
No. 10? re 

Mr. Stusner. No; because they do not make the provision in there 
that comparable rates and special privileges of the co-ops be included. 

Mr. Jones. Then your recommendation does not cover item 10? 
You are in favor of item 10 is what you have said then ? 

Mr. Stusuer. I did not make myself clear. 

Mr. Jones. Let us start with the Missouri Farm Bureau Federation 
resolution and apply it, and then we will take the national policy, so 
that we will not be mistaken. 

Mr. Stusner. There is no difference between the Missouri resolu- 
tion and the national. 

Mr. Jones. Let us not talk about the national, but about Missouri, 
Then we can follow that. 

Mr. StusHer. But we did not—this is virtually the same resolution 
that is in the American for the last year. 

Mr. Jones. Your resolution that you adopted in Missouri does not 
make an exception to recommendation No. 10, as I read it. 

Mr. StusHer. Mr. Congressman, you read recommendation No. 10 
and see if it does not leave out now the protective features of our reso- 
lution so far as the REA co-ops go. 

Mr. Jones. Let us start all over again. 

Mr. Stusuer. O. K. ¥ 

Mr, Jones. Here is your resolution: 


We again strongly urge the Government to continue the policy of making loans 
for the construction of generation and transmission facilities that are estimated 
to be economically feasible by competent engineering studies which will provide 
lower cost, adequate power, and more dependable service to the farmer. We 
urge further the extension of service to rural areas not now being served. 

We recommend that the Missouri Farm Bureau Federation go on record as 
being opposed to the latest Hoover Commission recommendations to the United 
States Government in relation to RBA. 


_ Mr. Stusner. That is right. That does not support recommenda- 
tion No. 10 of the Hoover Commission report, in my estimation. 
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Mr. Jones. Then it is opposed to recommendation No. 10? 

Mr. SiusHer. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. All right. That is the point I am trying to get at. 

Mr. StusHer. To come back to your question, Mr. Lipscomb, the 
American Farm Bureau Federation with their present resolution 
would have to be ee to recommendation No. 10. 


Mrs. Grirrirus. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, Mrs. Griffiths. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Are you in favor of private companies building 
steam plants if they supply the power to cooperatives or REA’s at 
a reasonable price? 

Mr. StusHer. Certainly. 

Mrs. Grirritus. How can you guarantee that they will do it? 

Mr. Stusuer. By having the right to the REA co-ops to form a 
power cooperative and do it if they don’t. In other words, operating 
under the present program as we have it, it provides that the Congress 
can provide the funds where necessary for co-ops to go together and 
have a power co-op which will provide the power. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. But the moment that Congress withdraws that au- 
thority then you would be at the mercy of the private power companies. 
Is that right? 

Mr. Stusuer. I think so. 1 think the power companies are only as 
good as they have to be. 

Mr, Jones. Repeat that, will you, please. 

Mr. Stusuer. I say the power companies in my experience—and I 
have a lot of friends among them—are just as good as they have to be. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. They need competition ? 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. They have to, and I am not too sure 
that public service—it limits them, but it does not have the right to 
make them do things like the present REA Act does. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Actually they are probably as competent as any of 
them can be. 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mrs. Grirrtrus. I would like to ask you one additional question. 
We had a witness in Chicago who tesified that the bulk of all shipping 
on the inland waterways was in steel and other large commodities, 
like petroleum and such other things, and that lower waterway traffic 
charges really amounted to a subsidy to the big steel companies. 
Would you agree with that? 

Mr. StusHer. Not altogether. I think any saving in the cost of 
operation, theoretically, at least, goes to the consumer if the competi- 
tion is such that they have to have a lower cost. I think any saving 
in the manufacturing or transportation end is reflected, at least 
theoretically, to the consumer. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. It seems obvious from the testimony here today that 
it has also helped power co-ops and the farmer. 

Mr. SLusHER, Phat is right. The farmer especially. 

Mr. Jones. I want to go to recommendation No. 11, which is in two 
parts. First: 

That the private utilities be permitted to purchase a fair share of Federal 
power. 

If the so-called private utilities are obtaining 42 percent of all the 
power generated by the Federal installations and generating facilities, 
do you think that is a reasonable and fair share ? 
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Mr. Stusuer. I am not an authority on that, certainly, but our 
policy has always been that the co-ops and municipalities and com- 
panies who operate without profit have a preference position in using 
Government power. 

Mr. Jones. You insist that any recommendation of the Hoover 
Commission which would mean any relaxation of or any exception to 
the preference clause, would be such that the Missouri Farm Bureau 
would be in opposition to any such recommendation ? 

Mr. Stusuer. That is certainly our position at the present time. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Now the second section of recommendation No. 11 reads: 

That no further building of transmission lines be undertaken where such 
transmission service can be provided by non-Federal agencies. 

That, too, was taken into consideration when you adopted your 
resolution ? 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. Because, of course, again our recom- 
mendation in its entirety would qualify the Hoover Commission 
recommendation. In other words, the Hoover Commission says this. 
Period. We do not go this far. Because we want the other provision 
in there, that it is equitable 

Mr. Jones. That the REA’s can continue to make loans for the 
purpose of construction of generation and transmission facilities? 

Mr. Stusuer. Yes, sir. I think we have to keep that provision in 
there even if we never use it. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Are co-ops considered non-Federal agencies or non- 
Federal groups? 

Mr. Stusuer. You are talking about the REA ? 

Mr. Lirpscoms. No; I am talking about co-ops. 

Mr. Stusuer. In general ? 

Mr. Lipscoms. Yes. 

Mr. Stusuer. Certainly. There are a lot of co-ops that have no 
Government connection whatever. The REA is a cooperative. How- 
ever, we think of it as being pretty closely tied to Government from 
the standpoint that that is where they get the money. 

Mr. Jones. The Prudential Life Insurance Co. is a cooperative. 

_ Mr. Stusuer. That is right. And hundreds of other farm coopera- 
tives. 

Mr. Jones. And the Associated Press. 

Mr. Stusuer. They have no connection whatever with the Govern- 
ment unless they borrow money from the Government. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you feel in this recommendation 11 (b) that they 
are talking about co-ops where they say : 

That no further building of transmission lines be undertaken where such 
transmission service can be provided by non-Federal agencies. 

Mr. Stusuer. I don’t know what else that can be referring to, except 
the co-ops. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Isn’t there a case where they sometimes have a Fed- 
eral dam and they will wheel the power from the dam ? 

Mr. Stusner. You mean private companies ? 

Mr. Lipscoms. No; the Federal Government will build the trans- 
mission lines. 

Mr. Stusuer. I am sure there are some where it has been done. 
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Mr. Lirscoms. But you feel when they talk about non-Federal 
agencies here they are specifically referring to a co-op ? 

Mr. Stusuer. I would rather say it is my opinion they are including 
transmission lines to private companies. 

Mr. Liescoms. I have nothing else. 

Mr. Jones. Here is one other recommendation, recommendation 15, 
section (a). As I understood it, the resolution only pertained to 
that portion of the report pertaining to REA. 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Jonxs. That is the scope of your statement ? 

Mr. StusHer. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Recommendation 15, subsection (a), says: 

That private enterprise be offered the opportunity to provide the capital for 
the electrical component of multiple-purpose dams and dispose of the power 
through their own systems (they being subject to regulation of rates by Federal 
and State authorities), but the management of the dams should remain in the 
Federal Government. 

Would your resolution take into account opposition to that section ? 

Mr. StusHer. Our State resolution did not go into detail on that. 

Mr. Jones. It was not a factor of consideration at the time ? 

Mr. Stusuer. No. 

Mr. Jones. Your resolution says: 

We again strongly urge the Government to continue the policy of making loans. 
for the construction * * *, 

You say you took into consideration the preference clause? Would 
not the preference clause be lost and the ability of the REA be entirely 
lost if this section (a) were to become operative ? 

Mr. Stusuer. That would be my interpretation of it. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. So you could still be for the preference clause and you 
could be for the other things, but all of it would be lost if the Federal 
Government would vacate its responsibility for the multiple-purpose 
developments and if we made the electric component self-sustaining 
and provided reimbursement to the Federal Government for that 
“eae would it not ? 

Mr. StusHer. It seems that way to me. 

Mr. Jonzs. Is it your opinion that the opposition to the Hoover 
Commission recommendations is directed to that section ? 

Mr. Stusuer. That would be included in it; yes. 

Mr. Jonres. Now, Mr. Slusher, there is one other thing. Have you 
had an opportunity to look at this booklet published by the American 
Farm Bureau and disseminated among its members ? 

Mr. Stusuer. Is that discussion sheet No. 7 ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. No.7. 

Mr. Stusuer. Yes, that was the material that was sent to the 
counties. 

Mr. Jones. To the counties ? 

Mr. Stusuer. Yes, for discussion purposes, this summer. And the 
questions were asked, do you agree, or do you not agree. As I said, 
not a county came in saying that they agreed. They all disagreed. 

Mr. Jonrs. So you are in disagreement with the questions pro- 
pounded in this by the American Farm Bureau Federation ? 

Mr. Stusuer. This was merely a discussion sheet sent out by the 
Farm Bureau. 
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Mr. Jones. The trouble about it is, I eannot see where there is any 
two-sided discussion. They asked a question, do you agree or not 
agree. 

Mr. Stusuer. They state what the Hoover Commission recommend- 
ed. It is rather brief. Take the one on REA at the bottom there. 
It is rather a brief statement and it makes the statement on what the 
Hoover Commisison says it would do and they ask, do you agree or 
disagree, and why. Well, as I said, our 91 counties and all the voting 
delegates disagreed. 

Mr. Jonss. Disagreed ? 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. That shows you how strong-minded the Missouri 
people are. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, ma’am. 

Do you think that the ordinary member who received this question- 
naire would have an opportunity to know the facts and could assimilate 
and logically reach a conclusion based on the way the questions are 
propounded ? 

Mr. Stusuer. If this were the only fact sheet that they got, I 
expect it might be true. It would be rather one-sided. 

Mr. Jones. Has the membership been circularized with other facts 
which would lead them to draw conclusions based on an evaluation ? 

Mr. Stusuer. I do not think the REA boys do too bad a job of 
getting the facts out, and all of our Farm Bureau members are pretty 
closely aligned with the REA boys. But we have our own material 
that goes out of the State office from time to time pertaining to these 
things, and we have discussion meetings out in the counties. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know whether or not the American Farm 
Bureau Federation circularized their membership with any other 
data, information, or discussion of the Hoover Commission’s recom- 
mendations on water resources and power other than that which I 
hold in my hand? 

Mr. Stusuer. Only past resolutions on former positions and dis- 
cussions. We have had several water conferences in Chicago and 
various regions where these things have all been discussed. 

Mr. Jones. The first one is in the form of a question. 


Here is what the Commission said should be done. 


Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Jones (reading) : 

Water resource development should be on an integrated watershed drainage 
basis. 

The reasons are then given. This is a reason of the Hoover Com- 
mission itself. It is not the reason of the Farm Bureau Federation. 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Jones (reading) : 

Reasons: Water developments are now considered on an individual project 
basis. Programs differ according to legislation under which project is developed 
and the agency responsible for planning and investigation. Present investiga- 
tion procedures do not go far enough in considering the wise use of the river as 
a whole on an integrated multiple purpose basis. 

Mr. StusHer. These were quotes now from the Hoover Commis- 
sion recommendation itself. 

Mr. Jones. But no facts are given. 
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Mr. Stusuer. That is right. To help decide? 

Mr. Jonss. To help nveeky to know what it is, except for the bare 
proposition—do you want a cheaper government ? 

Following the discussion on “Where shall we cut Government spending?” your 
group will want to make recommendations. 

Do you not think this is a rather curious way to go about it in 
order to get an unbiased study among the members circularized ? 

Mr. Stusuer. If this were the only thing that went out I would 
say yes. But I would like to go back to the first Hoover Commission. 

The Farm Bureau had a lot of respect for the men who served on 
that Commission and gave them credit for being sincere and trying 
to do a job Mr. Truman wanted done. Then following their recom- 
mendation the Farm Bureau did not approve all of the reeommenda- 
tions, in particular pertaining to the Department of Agriculture. A 
good many of them did. This Commission report came out and they 
sent it out in this form, so the membership could say whether they 
agreed or did not agree, based on the past policy of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation, and past discussion material they had gotten 
both from the Extension Service and the College of Agriculture and 
REA, the Farm Credit Administration, and all of those things. They 
just sent this out and said: 

This is the Hoover Commission report and this is what they recommended. Do 
you agree or do you not agree? 

As I say, in Missouri there are 91 counties that said, “We do not 
agree as far as the REA goes.” 

Mr. Jones. And is the position on the REA by the Farm Bureau 
in Masons being made known to the National Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion ? 

Mr. Stusuer. You mean before the meeting? 

Mr. Jones. After this resolution—the most recent one. 

Mr. Stusuer. This resolution was in last week’s issue of the Farm 
Bureau News, which goes to all of the Farm Bureau membership, and 
it told them like in this statement here. 

Mr. Jones. Your recommendation is certainly in respect to question 
3 under the heading of “What Shall We Do About Government in 
the Money-Lending Business?” The questionnaire states as follows: 


That RBA be incorporated, operated on a self-supporting basis, and required 
to secure its loan funds by issuing its own bonds. 


The reasons are given as follows: 


The Commission argues that the REA program has accomplished much of its 
intended purpose and that the additional financing required can be administered 
on a self-supporting basis. 

That still is lacking in giving information on the financial status of 
cooperatives in general throughout the country. 

Mr. StusueEr. In my discussion in the rest of my statement I recog- 
nized that fact and made the statement that certainly the REA was 
in no position as of now to do what the Hoover Commission recom- 
mended. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know who in the National Farm Bureau 
Federation prepared this questionnaire? 

Mr. Stusuer. It is prepared by the staff with the approval of the 
executive committee. I have a whole briefcase here of other discus- 
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sion sheets which were sent out. There were some eight of them. 
This is the questionnaire 8, and it has to do with net farm income and 
prices in the market place, and so on. 

Mr. Jones. Are you on the executive committee ? 

Mr. Stusuer. No; Mr. Randolph is. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Walter Randolph, of Alabama? 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. He and Mr. Sheerig, of Indiana, and 
Mr. Shuman, of course, is president, and Mr. Voorhees. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Liescomp. Yes. 

Mr. Slusher, according to the way I think these sheets are sent 
to the county farm bureaus for discussion purposes ? 

Mr. StusHer. Yes. They are sent to the States and then the States 
distribute them out. 

Mr. Lirscoms. You work out the discussion with all of the informa- 
tion available to you? 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Lirescoms. And pass your resolutions and send them in to the 
American Farm Bureau Federation ¢ 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Liescoms. And they will take recognition of those positions 
when they come up in connection with their policy at the annual 
meeting from December 5 to 15? 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Lirpscoms. Your Missouri Farm Bureau knew enough about 
this problem to pass this resolution that you passed at your annual 
meeting, which you have given to this subcommittee 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Liescoms. So it must go without saying that your group knew 
something about these questions they were asking about or else you 
would not have passed this resolution ? 

Mr. Stusuer. We spent a good deal of time working on it. 

Mr. Lirescoms. So you did not take this question and the state- 
ments 

Mr. Stusuer. We weighed the Hoover Commission report as it 
tried to get economy in Government, and we said it is more important 
to have the REA as it is operating now than it would be to have a bal- 
anced budget, if that is the sole determing factor in having a balanced 
budget. 

Mr. Liescomp. So this discussion sheet did bring about some dis- 
cussion in the Missouri Farm Bureau, and you worked at it long 
enough to come up with a resolution with all of the material you had, 
which was against certain portions of the Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations? 

Mr. StusHer. This resolution was based on the recommendations 
which came in from the counties, and then voted upon by the voting 
delegates. 

Mr. Lrescoms. And at your annual meeting of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation they will take recognition of all the resolutions and 
opinions before they come out with a policy ? 

Mr. StusHer. That is right. And I am on the resolutions com- 
mittee, so that there will be no question but what Missouri’s position 
will be presented. 

Mr. Jones. How many counties did you say? 
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Mr. Stusuer. 91. 

Mr. Jones. And all 91 counties are against the Hoover Commission’s 
recommendations as they relate to power and REA ? 

Mr. Stusuer. I would not say they are all against it. I would say 
none of them indicated they were for it. Some of the counties did 
not register one way or another on a recommendation. 

Mr. Lirscoms. In answering the chairman’s question about being 
against recommendations 9 through 15, he has asked you specifically 
about recommendations 9, 10,11, and 15. Do you indicate by this res- 
olution you are also against 12, 13, and 14? 

Mr. Stusuer. I would have to know a little bit more definitely what 
they are. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Possibly you meant to exclude them. One of them 
was recommending that certain systems and projects, such as the Co- 
lumbia River Basin and others, come under the Government Corpora- 
titon Control Act. That does not pertain to the REA. 

Mr. Stusuer. We are not for having more TVA’s set up. I would 
feel like the rivers themselves are the property of the Government 
and they have to exercise a certain amount of control over them. If 
they develop them for navigation then certainly at this time we would 
not want to put costs on the people who use the rivers to the extent 
that it would eliminate them from the competition of transportation. 

Mr. Lipscoms. This recommendation No. 12 just recommends 
that certain of these projects and authorities come under the Gov- 
ernment Corporation Control Act. I imagine your resolution excludes 
that particular recommendation because it does not affect REA. 

Mr. Stusuer. They did not recognize or consider it in the resolution 
as such. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Does your resolution take into consideration rec- 
ommendation No. 13, where they recommend the Tennessee Valley 
Authority secure their own capital for future financing? 

Mr. Stusuer. They did not consider that, but I doubt if they would 
go along with that recommendation either. TVA was a pilot 
project—— 

Mr. Jones. Your national resolutions committee last year adopted 
a resolution 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Asking that sufficient funds be allocated to TVA to 
continue its orderly growth. 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. And that was a different position from the position 
adopted at your meeting in Washington and Oregon the preceding 
year ? 

Mr. Stusuer. I am not sure there was any difference in the position, 
but they certainly made it clearer in this one, so that there is no 

question about it. 

Mr. Jones. There is no question about recommendation No. 13, that 
the American Farm Bureau Federation does approve the continuation 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Then would you say your resolution covers recom- 
mendation 13, in that you are against it? 

Mr. Stusner. As I get 13, it goes beyond TVA. We are not in 
favor of changing the TVA setup. 
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Mr. Liescoms. No. It says: 


That they and the Tennessee Valley Authority be required to secure their 
capital for future improvements, when authorized by the Congress, by issuing 
their own securities to the public without subordinating the present Federal 
investment, thus relieving the taxpayers of this burden. 

Mr. Jones. I would like to say to Mr. Lipscomb, before you answer 
that question, that recommendation No. 12, subjecting these various 
operations to the Government Corporation Control Act, means that 
the funds that would be disbursed under the Government Corpora- 
tion Control Act would be handled through all receipts being turned 
over to the Treasury of the United States, and then the Congress 
would be back in the bookkeeping system of making disbursements, 
which would be in accord with an earlier recommendation that all 
funds should be received by a Federal corporation and turned over 
to the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. Stusuer. Our position is now that the Tennessee Valley 
Authority not be changed. 

Mr. Lirscoms. All I am trying to get at is that you answered that 
your resolution covered recommendations 9 through 15. In answering 
the chairman’s question it only covered 9, 10, 11, and 15. 

Mr. Stusuer. We would be opposed to 12. 

Mr. Liescoms. And recommendation 14: 

That representatives from the States concerned, as well as Federal repre- 
sentatives, should be appointed to these boards. 

Mr. Stusuer. Will you quote that again? 

Mr. Lirscoms. Yes. 

That representatives from the States concerned, as well as Federal repre- 
sentatives, should be appointed to these boards. 

That is referring to a previous recommendation. 

Mr. StusHer. That is more detailed than our resolutions committee 
dealt with, and I am not familiar enough with it to express an opinion 
on it; and certainly our resolutions committee at the State level did 
not make any statement dealing directly with that. 

Mr. Lipscoms. But specifically your resolution is just exactly what 
it says? 

Mr. Stusuer. That is right. 

Mr. Lirscoms. It just pertains to the recommendations that would 
directly affect the REA ? 

Mr. Grohe That is right. 

Mr. Lirescoms. And some of these recommendations between 9 
and 15 do not specifically refer to REA ? 

Mr. Stusuer. Your questions are in—— 

Mr. Jones. How could you take REA away from Bonneville, and 
the Columbia River Basin, and the Parker-Davis Dams, and TVA, or 
any of the others, in recommendations 9 through 15? Everyone of 
them affects REA directly and not indirectly. 

Mr. Stusuer. If they take it away from REA then I know it would 
be the intent of our resolutions committee and the voting delegates to 
be opposed to it. Period. But they do not spell it out in the resolu- 
tion as such. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any questions ? 

Mrs. Grirrirus. No questions. 
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Mr. Jones. Thank you. 
Mr. Donald Steele, please. Will you proceed, Mr. Steele ? 


STATEMENT OF DONALD L. STEELE, PRESIDENT, PROPELLER 
CLUB, PORT OF ST. LOUIS 


Mr. Sreevz. Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Griffiths, and gentlemen, my 
name is Donald L. Steele, of St. Louis. I am here today representing 
the Propeller Club, Port of St. Louis, of which I am coaitans, 

Before proceeding, I want to say we are one of the member ports 
of the National Propeller Club of the United States, of which there 
are some 126 in total. Ata recent convention we passed the following 
resolution : 

User CHARGES 


The Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government 
(the Hoover Commission) has proposed Federal legislation to levy tolls or user 
charges on inland waterway commercial traffic and large pleasure craft. 

This recommendation is contrary to national policy, tradition, custom, and 
the Constitution of the United States. 

The entire report of the Commission on Water Resources failed to win the 
assent of many of the Commissioners themselves who found its premises and con- 
clusions erroneous in this particular. 

The imposition of tolls would disturb a long-established balance in the pattern 
of transportation costs with resultant increase in such costs to the shipping 
public. 

A completely just allocation of the cost of river improvements undertaken for 
the total national welfare among all the immediate beneficiaries of such im- 
provements would not be feasible and the mechanics of assigning and collecting 
such charges would involve costs out of all relation to the revenue involved, and 
the Propeller Club of the United States hereby affirms its opposition to tolls on 
inland waterways. 

Our organization consists of 240 members engaged in ocean, lake, 
and river transportation, in terminal operations, in marine supply 
work, in business and industry utilizing water transportation, and 
others of similar interests. : 

Thus I may fairly claim to represent a broad cross section of those 
members of the St. Louis industrial community who have a direct 
financial interest in the welfare of inland waterway transportation. 

Without a single exception, the members of the organization I 
represent are unanimously opposed to the imposition of tolls for the 
use of inland waterways, as is proposed in the Hoover Commission 
Report on Water Resources. e are opposed to it because there is 
no question in our minds but that it would be a body blow to the 
inland water-transportation industry, to its suppliers, and to those 
many shippers who depend on low water rates for part or all of their 
transportation needs. p 

Why do we believe that? Because we know that today’s important 
water-transportation industry has grown to its present size in the short 
space of 30 years, more or less, primarily for one reason: It costs the 
shipper far less to move freight on the water than on land. 

o impose toll charges for the use of the Nation’s navigable rivers 
would be to drive up the freight rates that waterways shippers must 
ge: that, in turn, would drive away from the rivers progessively 

arger percentages of the traffic now carried by barge. It might not 
happen all at once; but the imposition of tolls would eventually, I 


am convinced, kill off river transportation of freight. 
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That is a perfectly valid reason for the members of the Propeller 
Club here to oppose the imposition of tolls, since our very livelihoods 
are at stake—the jobs of all of us who work on the river or work in 
river-connected activities. 

But there is more at stake in this proposal than our own narrow 
interests. You gentlemen and you, Mrs. Griffiths, are sitting today 
in a city established nearly 200 years ago solely because of water 
transportation—a city that is today in a literal sense the crossroads 
of inland river transportation in the United States. Just above St. 
Louis, the Missouri flows into the Mississippi, connecting the great 
farm belt of the Missouri River Valley with the markets and manu- 
facturers of the East, Midwest, and South by water transportation. 
A few miles above the Missouri’s mouth, the Illinois River flows into 
the Mississippi, connecting Chicago and the Great Lakes with the 
Mississippi system, providing a two-way street for the low-cost barge 
movement of tremendous quantities of raw materials and finished 
products between the port of Chicago and the vast Mississippi Valley, 
and still greater tonnages of traffic when the St. Lawrence seaway is 
eanaiael. 

A little way south of St. Louis, at Cairo, the great Ohio River flows 
into the Mississippi, making possible the flow of steel and coal and oil 
and manufactured products between Pittsburgh and the entire South- 
west—all moving at low-barge freight rates. 

And then, of course, St. Louis stands more or less midway along the 
navigable stretch of the Mississippi itself, extending north to Minne- 
apolis and St. Paul, south to New Orleans and the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway, running from Florida on the east to the Texas-Mexico bor- 
der on the west—a vital artery carrying the lifeblood of the entire 
Midwest. 

Here in St. Louis, then, we have a unique observation point from 
which to estimate the importance of low-barge freight rates to the 
industrial, business, and agricultural economy of this country all the 
way from Pittsburgh to Brownsville, Tex.; from Omaha to Mobile 
and Birmingham; from Minneapolis and Chicago to New Orleans. 
Toa great and a growing extent, this part of the United States depends 
on the availability of cheap water transportation for the transpor- 
tation and distribution of farm products, raw materials, fuel, and 
manufactured articles at prices that enable this vast region to compete 
successfully against all comers in a constantly broadening market. 

To impose tolls on the navigable rivers and waterways would be to 
choke off the coming industralization of the great Missouri River 
Valley—to reduce the price the Minnesota farmer is paid for his 
grain, and to increase the price he must pay for his feeds and his 
machinery—to take away the hard-won advantage of low-cost trans- 
portation enjoyed by the thousands upon thousands of enterprises 
that have grown up all along the banks of the Ohio River and its 
tributaries—to stunt the industrial growth of the Birmingham area— 
to endanger the economic futures of hundreds of communities along 
the waterways, and hundreds of thousands of Americans who depend 
on river transportation for cheap fuel, cheap raw materials, cheap 
delivery of their products to market. 

We say that to impose tolls on the rivers would be to gamble with 
the future of the United States—not only in wartime, when the lack 
of river transportation would amount to a major catastrophe, but right 
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now, in peacetime, when the continued development of a great part of 
this country depends directly on low-cost water transportation of the 
things it makes and the things it consumes. 

Thank you. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. What percent of the river traffic do you think it 
would dry up if you imposed tolls to maintain the river development? 

Mr. Sreeix. As I pointed out here, possibly if the first rub of the 
brush did not dry up the traffic entirely, it would be decided that ad- 
ditional tolls would be needed, and it might entirely dry it up, as was 
the case in the days of the packet boats, when the railroads took such 
an advantage. 

Mrs. Grirrtrus. Would it dry up traffic on particular rivers? Cer- 
tainly it would not on the Mississippi River. 

Mr. Sreetz. Yes; I believe so. 

Mrs. GrirrirHs. Would it on the Mississippi River? 

Mr. Streetz. Yes. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Then there would be a good chance on some of the 
smaller streams that it would stop that immediately ? 

Mr. Streetz. Yes, I am sure it would. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. We had a witness testify that many people ship 
now quoting a rail price and then ship by boat, but the consumer pays 
at the rail price. To your knowledge is that true or not ? 

Mr. Sreetz. That is not true. The advantage of water transporta- 
tion is passed along directly to the consumer. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Do you have any questions? Mr. Lipscomb. 

Mr. Lirescoms. Yes. You mean it is not true in some cases. It must 
be true that sometimes the shipper does not pass along the savings 
in freight rates to the consumer. You do not know for a fact that it 
is never done. 

Mr. Sreeiz. That is a very broad question and it is one in which 
I suspect we could go into quite a long discussion on and which might 
become quite involved as far as I am concerned, but I am certain 
that the cheapness of transportation by water compels the railroads 
and trucks, if you will, to hold their rates down, which is directly 
passed along to the consumer. You would have to follow that picture 
out from the farmer, or whatever the source might be, on to the 
actual consumer. 

At points inland the same advantages are not enjoyed simply be- 
cause there are no water-compelled rates, as we called them out here. 

Mr. Liescoms. What Mrs. Griffiths was talking about was this gen- 
tleman who testified and said that sometimes they take an order f. o. b. 
Chicago and quote the lowest freight rate by rail, and then they =P 
by boat, and the customer still pays that freight rate of the railroad. 

Mr. Streetz. Maybe the railway is immediately adjacent to the river. 
I do not know of a particular instance in mind, but the water-com- 
pelled rate could in many cases be fairly close. There would be a 
small differential by water. 

Mr. Lipscomn. Then we had another witness down in the South who 
testified that they had not started passing along their local water- 
way rate to the customers yet but intended doing it in the future. 

Mr. Sreete. I am not aware of that particular instance. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Sometimes they do and sometimes they do not. 

Mr. Sreete. Very possibly you have information I do not have. 
I would say it is the general rule—of course I could not say in all 
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instances it is not passed along but I am of the impression that is the 
case in all instances, that the saving is passed along. Competition 
makes that true. 

Mr. Liescoms. What do you imagine the toll rate would be or the 
toll charge, that would dry up the navigation on the Mississippi 
River ? 

Mr. Sreete. Of course, I do not know that. It depends on how 
quick the differential is eliminated. 

Mr. Lirpscoms. In other words, if the toll were high enough to 
make rail rates and water rates comparable then you would feel that 
the _ le would use the rails and not the waterways? 

Mr. Pecans I think they probably would if rail equipment were 
available. Yes. In many cases, especially with the small shipper. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. So that in the end only the large bulk shippers 
would be continuing to ship by boat ? 

Mr. Steere. I am not sure that would be true, Mrs. Griffiths. I 
suspect that would be dried up also. 
| Mr. Liescoms. But you do not have any idea of what the toll would 
i 
: 









necessarily be if it just included an amount to cover the operation 
and maintenance charge? 

Mr. Streeter. No, sir, I do not have any information as to what that 
might be. 

Mr. Liescoms. But you indicate that any increase, no matter how 
| small, would dry up river traffic. 
| Mr. Sreeve. Of course I cannot make that statement, but if it did 
not dry up river traffic in its entirety it would certainly go along 
the road quite a ways toward that end. 

Mr. Lirscoms. That is all. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Thank you very much. Dr. Marian Ridgeway. 
We are very happy to have you. 


STATEMENT OF DR. MARIAN RIDGEWAY, ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 
OF GOVERNMENT AT SOUTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY, CAR- 
BONDALE, ILL. 


Dr. Ringeway. I am Marian Ridgeway. I am an assistant profes- 
sor of government at Southern Illinois University in Carbondale, Ill. 
I will only take about 2 minutes of the committee’s time. The state- 
ment I had prepared after I got here I found is inadequate considering 
that actually I had not been able to get hold of this overall report of 
the Commission, and I concentrated on the task force report. I would 
like to ask the permission of the committee to prepare a revised state- 
ment and submit that to you if that is all right. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Without objection you can prepare a revised state- 
ment for our consideration. 

Dr. Riwceway. Thank you very much. 

(The statement of Dr. Ridgeway is as follows :) 






























STATEMENT OF MARIAN E. RipGEwAy, ASSISTANT PROFESSOR OF GOVERNMENT, 
SOUTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 












I wish to thank the committee for its invitation to me to appear before it on 
this matter of the second Hoover Commission’s report on water and power 
resources. The complexities of the problems before you are great and your task, 
if properly resolved, not an easy one. If you succeed even in part in finding 
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ocieee to these matters, you will have contributed immensely to the national 
well-being. 

It appears that if the second Hoover Commission had deliberately sought 
means for defeating its own proposals it could hardly have done better in its 
choice of final recommendations to embody in its water and power resources 
report. For of all the groups and persons who have appeared here in St. Louis 
today, all—I believe, without exception—have been opposed to one or another 
of the report’s provisions. This would suggest that if the Congress is finding 
similar reaction throughout the country and still feels it must enact laws con- 
forming to the Commission’s advice, it must do so with full consciousness that 
it is opposing the expressed wishes of some of the most influential land, water, 
and power groups in the country. 

Before you, once again, is a request to the Congress of the United States 
to consider the Nation’s water resources and their disposition. This is one of 
a dozen or so major hearings which Congress has held throughout the land in 
the past decade. It concerns the third of at least 3 major water reports made 
by Congress or the executive branch within the past 9 years. Other major re- 
ports issued during this time dealt with various of the Nation’s watersheds; 
many others in the past 20 years again and again covered comprehensively and 
repetitively the problems involved, the weaknesses, deficiencies, strengths, and 
ultimates of existing and foreseeable Federal water and power policies, and 
Federal organization and distribution of responsibility and authority for the 
handling of these matters. You have been clearly informed of the aims, wishes, 
ambitions, and objections of all the major water and power groups. For any- 
one with even a faint-hearted desire to learn what the water question is all 
about it is not difficult to obtain a fairly comprehensive overview if he will only 
read any one of dozens of existing hearings or of dozens of major water reports. 

The astounding aspect of all of this costly and time-consuming effort is that 
it has resulted in so little which can be called conclusive. Policies have indeed 
been enacted ; organizations have been created ; much of the status quo has been 
thoughtfully regarded and carefully preserved. One cannot call the Congress 
rash or precipitous in its behavior when it comes to water and power resource 
questions. But periodically a great legislative upheaval occurs, increasingly 
more frequent as time passes, in which many persons once again and then again 
come disturbedly together to reconsider the water matters of the country. So it 
is now. The reason is apparent: the Federal Government’s role in water and 
power matters is ill defined, without long-range direction, uncoordinated and 
conflicting at many points internally and with the interests of States, local gov- 
ernments, and private enterprises. Its organization for handling water matters 
is cumbersome, overlapping, expensive, perhaps wasteful, and ill adapted to the 
scope of the problems posed by these resources. 

The present report of the second Hoover Commission presents a point of 
view, just as all the others have held a point of view. This cannot be defined 
as the national point of view, nor is it the executive agency point of view, nor the 
point of view taken by the Congress for the past three decades. It is not the 
State or local point of view. After careful analysis it emerges as a point of 
view entertained by certain segments of private corporate enterprise within the 
United States. 

This is not to say that the point of view is wrong or inadequate in and of 
itself. It is simply the point of view of one set of interests, and this alone 
attests that it is not necessarily the final word we shall hear on the subject, or 
that the recommendations are complete, or that they represent full and unbiased 
consideration of a complex subject. It cannot even be asserted that they repre- 
sent the best possible summary of best possible choices made from all possible 
alternatives. 

The decided discrepancy of view between the final recommendations of the 
Commission and the recommendations which were made to the Commission by 
the task force on water and power matters is startling. The Commission re- 
treated a considerable distance from the sweeping ultimatums of the task force 
which urged divestiture by the Federal Government of most of its existing water 
and power functions. Even then the final recommendations, if applied in their 
entirety, would appear to have an ultimate effect of negating or neutralizing 
pean activity in many important spheres where the Government is now per- 
orming. 

In one of the Commission’s several dissents the common interest of Federal, 
State, and local governments and private enterprise in the water resources of 
the Nation was recognized. The Federal Government’s role was clearly seen as 
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one which must assure that water and power projects are not inconsistent with 
the Nation’s needs as a whole. In brief, this dissent recognized a legitimate role 
of the Federal Government in water and power matters. The final report like- 
wise conceded a recognized and necessary role, and urged that the whole matter 
of Federal water interest and activity be given definition and clarification by 
the Congress in an assertion of comprehensive water-resources policy. 

It is difficult to object to this recommendation of the Commission. The par- 
ticulars of the policy to be thus recommended are, of course, the debatable issues, 
but that there is a need for such a congressional definition can hardly be called 
into question. Virtually every report of the past 20 years has attested to this need. 
Virtually all thoughtful students of the water question have likewise reached 
similar conclusions. The Congress itself would, I believe, be receptive to such 
a policy if it were convinced the policy it declares will resolve the inadequacies 
of water and power administration which now exist. Why, then, has no compre- 
hensive policy been enacted and embodied in all water and power enactments? 

Careful study of the present Hoover Commission report and of previous reports, 
plus observation of the legislative process followed in the past on water and 
power matters, reveals a surprising amount of confusion and obstruction to effec- 
tive solution arising from the conflicting demands, pressures, and influences ex- 
erted by the relatively few but extremely powerful interest groups which operate 
in this area. These major interests can be lumped into navigationists, irriga- 
tionists, private utilities, flood-control interests, public-power interests, Federal 
water and power agencies, State water and power agencies, and large industry. 
There is considerable overlapping here—as in the identical interests of large 
industry and navigation, in one respect; or of large industry and private electric 
utilities in another. Some of these interests are also highly localized, as are the 
irrigationists of the 17 Western States, and the flood controllers of flood-suscep- 
tible river valleys. They all have a common set of characteristics: they are 
extremely skillful and vocal; they are quite certain of their respective wants; 
they exert extraordinary influence in the halls, committees, and on the floor of 
Congress and State assemblies; they are well financed; and their ambitions 
invariably do not comprehend all the water problems of the Nation except when 
some apparent threat of change in Federal water and power status quo looms 
as a possible source of danger. It is not surprising that so much of congressional 
water legislation reflects their influence, and so little is done by Congress to 
establish a water policy which these groups might find too confining, since such 
a policy might of necessity eliminate the range and choice of operation these 
groups now enjoy. They frequently disagree with one another but their joint 
and separate activities in sum add up to the present uncoordinated, piecemeal, 
expensive, loose-jointed, and unwieldy Federal structure for water administra- 
tion. In the complexities and confusions engendered by the resultant hydra- 
headed monster it is easy to lose sight of the multiple millions of dollars which 
flow annually to relatively few interests of the country, or to see readily the 
many urgent water problems which are neglected and ignored and growing 
progressively worse. 

The present Hoover Commission’s recommendations are based on the single 
assumption that water and power resources are essentially local or State prob- 
lems; at most, regional ones. Yet the report provides no effective organiza- 
tion for regional administration; it does not define the role of State and local 
governments; it does not provide in its proposed Water Resources Board a na- 
tional agency capable of withstanding the possible onslaughts of the strong 
multiple interests it is called upon to coordinate. Its task force recommenda- 
tions would even outnumber Federal representation on this board by one mem- 
ber, and both reports weaken it by allowing none but existing Federal officers 
of other agencies to serve in an ex officio capacity. One is reminded of the ex- 
periences of the first Federal Power Commission of the 1920’s, which had neither 
staff, teeth, nor sufficient money to do its duties. 

Unless some extreme departure from the past is undertaken, the Congress 
seems to have established solidly certain fundamentals of a Federal policy 
which should not require much additional elaboration. Most of the existing 
national water laws include at least some of these gradually evolved asser- 
tions of the Government’s (1) Prime authority to control uses to which naviga- 
ble streams and their tributaries are put, including all the main categories 
of water problems; (2) responsibility for developing stream basins for the 
national welfare, with the assistance of State and local governments; (3) re- 
sponsibility for flood control, with State and local government assistance; 
(4) concern and responsibility for reclaiming and developing arid and semi- 








1932 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


arid lands; (5) concern in retaining control over hydroelectric power develop- 
ments, with actual construction of power facilities at power sites wherever 
worthwhile, and concern in retaining authority over transmission and dis- 
tribution of the power produced; (6) continued responsibility for furthering 
navigation where needed by providing favorable conditions along the water- 
ways; (7) growing concern and responsibility for alleviating pollution con- 
ditions; (8) responsibility for soils, forests, minerals, water resources, and 
wildlife conservation; and (9) creation, preservation, and maintenance of rec- 


reational facilities and national parks for the use, pleasure, and enjoyment of 


the Nation. 


It is in the establishment of a suitable organization for administration and 
elaboration of the details of these declarations that the Congress has fallen 
down. It has also been inconsistent in applying these declarations to all water 
legislation enacted. 


If the country is not to have a continuation of these long years of controversy, 
repetitive and abortive legislative effort, competing and uncoordinated Fed- 
eral administration, demanding and obstructive private and special interest 
domination of a vital and urgent national-resource problem, and a Congress 
which at no time in its entire composition knows or understands the whole 
problem these matters comprehend—if the country is not to have these, the Con- 
gress must take the necessary action to deny them. That denial can come only 
with forthright, courageous, and intelligent action. It requires the formula- 
tion of policy which will comprehend the national well-being; it requires cre- 
ation of a Federal structure for administration of water and power problems 
which can do the job it is designed to do. 

Congress cannot delegate these responsibilities which belong to it and it 
alone; it cannot hand to any specially created commission the responsibility 
which it has refused heretofore to meet. Only the elected Congress of the 
United States has the breadth of representation, the scope of power, and— 
it is hoped—the objectivity, necessary to do the job. It would do well, it ap- 
pears, to look beyond the inadequacies of the present report and seek instead 
guidance in the living needs of the people for now and for the future. It would 
be an act of great service to the Nation. 


Mrs. GrirFirus. Captain Ingersoll. 


STATEMENT OF A. C. INGERSOLL, JR., PRESIDENT, FEDERAL BARGE 
LINES, INC. 


Mr. INcersott. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is A. C. Ingersoll, Jr. I am president of the Federal Barge 
Lines, Inc., operating as a private enterprise the barge-transportation 
facilities formerly operated by the Inland Waterways Corporation, a 
Government corporation formed in 1924 to develop barge transporta- 
tion on the inland waterways. 

I am appearing in opposition to recommendation No. 8 of the 
Hoover Commission, that user charges be imposed on the inland water- 
ways. I will pass over the constitutionality of this proposal and 
the historical background of the traditional congressional policy of 
free waterways as I am sure these matters have been adequately 
covered by other witnesses. I will address my remarks to the present- 
day public-policy aspect of the question. 

I believe that the story of the Federal Barge Line is a perfect 
example of good public policy in action. 

The Government organized the Federal Barge Line in 1918 to 
spearhead the rennaissance of water transportation on the Mississippi 
River system. Concurrent with the development and growth of the 
Government barge line during the ensuing 20 years, the Government 
also improved and canalized the principal natural waterways in the 
Mississippi Valley to make regular, dependable, large-scale barge 
transportation feasible. Profiting from the example and experience 
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of the Federal Barge Line, private capital ventured into the field of 
barge transportation at an increasing rate. Today there are literally 
hundreds of barge operators in the ‘Mississippi Vv ‘alley, and Federal, 
which used to be the dominant operator on these rivers, now handles 
less than 5 percent of the traffic. 

Its usefulness as a Government promotional instrument outlived, 
Federal was sold 2 years ago. Now, under the stimulus of private 
ownership, Federal has replaced. the stagnation of its final years of 
Government ownership with a new aggressiveness in providing cheap 
transportation at a profit. 

The story of the Federal Barge Line is a perfect example of the 
peculiarly American genius for combining official vision and public 
resources with private skill and the protit motive to advance the 
economic development of the country. 

The Missouri Valley, only one section of the 6,000-mile system of 
the Mississippi and connecting and tributary w aters, is another exam- 
ple of good public policy. The whole river is being developed with 
dams and other control works for many purposes: 

For flood control, to prevent the recurrence of the disastrous floods 
which have periodically devastated this rich valley. 

For irrigation, to hold back and divert to thirsty croplands the 
excess runoff from the mountains. 

For the generation of electricity, to utilize the mighty power of 
water falling to the sea to augment the power supply in a power-short 
area. 

For bank stabilization, to curb the great river’s ravenous appetite 
for the adjacent farmlands. 

For municipal and industrial water supply, to assure minimum 
flows at a level sufficient to satisfy the growing thirst of cities and 
towns and factories. 

For recreation, to provide in the midst of the wide and dusty prairies 
the blessings of cool lakes. 

For wildlife conservation, to make a home for ducks and geese and 
muskrats and fish and a paradise for hunters, trappers, and fishermen. 

Also, as in the Tennessee Basin, for the general development of a 
region which has actually lost population in recent years. 

Is this all? No; the valley is being developed for navigation, too, 
The big dams that stop floods, generate power, provide irrigation 
water, assure a water supply, and form beautiful lakes for recreation 
and hunting and fishing, also provide the water essential to naviga- 
tion. Dams stabilize the river’s flow so that channel improvements 
are much simpler and cheaper. The channel straightening and bank 
stabilization that stop the destructive meandering of the river also 
produce a navigable channel. 

Meanwhile, underscoring all other considerations, there are the con- 
siderations of the national defense. More water power, flood-free 
cities, agriculture stabilized by irrigation and secure from erosion, 
dependable water supplies, are all essential to the waging of total 

war, but inland shipyard sites available for naval construction, and 
additional bombproof arteries of transportation, are of particular 
interest to defense planners. 

The development of the Missouri is still in process. The work is in- 
complete, but already the benefits of navigation are beginning to flow 
in the wake of the river development. In 4 years tonnage on the river 





1934 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


has increased 700 percent. This year barge transportation of over 
400,000 tons of steel, grain, molasses, and ihe: basic materials moved 
on the Missouri, reducing costs for the manufacturer and his customers 
and increasing prices paid to the farmer for the things he produces. 

What does this development mean to the region in the future? I 
cannot state the case half so effectively as a small automobile dealer 
far out on the Nebraska prairies who wrote me the other day: 

DEAR Mr. INGERSOLL: I am very proud to hear that you are much interested 
in coming up into this territory and I know that it will bring industries, also 
much-wanted factories. For all we can depend on here is the agriculture busi- 
ness, which is seasonable, and now we are dried out so business is going to be 
very slow until there is another crop. 

I favor this valley development very much, and it will help our country as a 
whole progress much, attracting new industry and commerce to many of our 
small cities along the river. 

I am passing this letter on to our Creighton Chamber of Commerce, for further 
support of the barge lines in development of this territory. 

With best wishes and regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
JESSE FE’. TEPNER. 

Who benefits from the development of the rivers for navigation ? 
The Hoover report says a “privileged few.” Nothing could be farther 
from the truth. Even if inland waterway operators kept all the 
savings in water transportation, there are 850 of them, according to 
the Commission. But they do not keep the savings; in our competitive 
system they can’t. Competition in the barge industry is so keen that 
in the 10 years since the war barge rates in general have been forced 
up by inflation less than for any other form of land or water trans- 
portation. 

The benefits are passed on to the shippers, and they in turn, also 
subject to keen competition, pass the economies on to their customers 
and their customers’ customers. The savings in water transportation 
echo and reecho throughout the commercial fabric of the Nation. 
None is so far from the water as not to feel some effect of water trans- 
portation economy, but the closest feel it the most, and two-thirds of 
the people in the Nation live within 50 miles of navigable water. 

Why are public works carried out? The true test should be whether 
or not the benefits flowing from the use of the facility are of sufficient 
benefit to the people at large to justify the expenditure of public funds 
for their creation and maintenance. 

The question of who benefits from the development of rivers for 
navigation was answered by the Chairman of the Commission, the 
Honorable Herbert Hoover himself, when he was Secretary of Com- 
merce in 1927: 

I am concerned with this improvement [of inland waterways] because it will 
contribute to the wealth and economic progress of every section of the Union. 
It will contribute to the unity of the Nation. It is of concern to everyone of 
our millions of farms and homes. 

On the other hand, who would benefit from the imposition of user 
charges on the inland waterways? 

Mr. Jones. Is that the speech that President Hoover made in the 
State of Ohio on the dedication of a dam ? 

Mr. Incersoti. At the convention of the Missouri Valley Associa- 
tion here in St. Louis. 

Mr. Jones. That was the St. Louis speech ? 
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Mr. Inaersoiu. Yes, sir. 

On the other hand, who would benefit from the imposition of user 
charges on the inland waterways? The taxpayers? They have al- 
ready benefited. The taxpayers are the beneficiaries of “the wealth 
and economic progress of every section of the Union” referred to by 
Mr. Hoover above. 

Would tolls benefit the thousands upon thousands of shippers who 
use water transportation? Hardly; their costs would go up and these 
increases would have to be passed on to their customers and their cus- 
tomers’ customers. 

Would tolls benefit the farmers? Hardly; their costs would go up 
and they would realize less from the sale of their products. If river 
navigation were curtailed due to the imposition of tolls, farmers would 
not benefit from the higher prices paid by river elevators. 

If tolls would not benefit the taxpayers or the shippers or the 
farmers, then whom would they benefit? The only answer I know of 
is that tolls are intended to benefit the principal competitors of the 
water carriers—that is to say, the railroads. 

But would the railroads really benefit? River tolls would increase 
shippers’ costs and so would reduce general economic activity in the 
whole industrial and agricultural community. This would mean a 
reduction in the total amount of traffic that would flow, including 
railroad trafiic. 

This proposal should be labeled for what it is, a railroad proposal, 
but a shortsighted one, even from the railroad point of view. 

By advancing this and other related proposals now in Washington, 
the railroads seek to set the stage to again extinguish water transpor- 
tation as they did so effectively in the last half of the last century. 

I submit that this program, if accomplished, would defeat its own 
ends. To deprive industry and agriculture of the increasingly avail- 
able economies of water transportation must inevitably retard the 

owth and development and prosperity of the country and, in turn, 
the flow of commerce available to rail transportation. 

In suggesting a different and more farsighted approach to the sub- 
ject, I take my cue from a statement to the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission by an official of one of the valley’s railroads: 

* * * [Our railroad], of course, recognizes that the barge line offers competi- 
tion paralleling it * * * but our interests are clearly identified with the interests 
of the people in the Mississippi Valley * * * if it is a good thing for the people 
of the Mississippi Valley, it, in some way, will probably operate as a good thing 
for * * * [our railroad]. 

If it supplies additional transportation that is needed, and may be needed in 
the future, that we cannot supply, or if it supplies cheaper transportation than 
we can supply, and all for the prosperity of the people in that section of the 
country where our interests are bound up in some way, that will work back to 
our own selfish interests. Perhaps it will increase the population, increase the 
amount of business that everybody does down in that territory. If it does oper- 
ate that way, we are going to reap some benefits, too. 

I have been impressed by descriptions in recent publications of the 
tremendous activity in the railroad industry to improve efficiency in 
their operations. I have been encouraged by the accounts of progress 
in blending railroad and truck transportation in the rapidly expand- 
ing “piggyback” operations. These are fine things. They are good 
for the country. They make for better transportation at a lower cost. 
Would the imposition of tolls on the waterways make better trans- 
portation available at lower cost? It would not. 
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As an alternative I would like to suggest a waterways policy for 
the American railroads: 

Support public-works projects which make cheaper water trans- 
portation possible. 

Where water transportation is available, avoid making de- 
pressed rates to try to compete with low barge costs while main- 

_ taining higher rate levels on noncompetitive traffic away from 

the river. 

Examine traffic flows to see where rail and water transportation 
can be connected to pass on to interior shippers some of the econ- 
omy of barge transportation while still maintaining adequate rail 
earnings on the rail portion of the movement. 

I suggest that such a policy would give another powerful boost to 
the American economy, stimulating commerce, industry, and agricul- 
ture. In such a process the railroads would benefit far more than by 
the imposition of tolls on the Nation’s waterways. 

This fall, while hunting in the mountains of Colorado, I came upon 
a beaver pond in a little park in a grove of aspen trees. The beavers 
cut short aspen logs to store in the pond for winter food. To reduce 
the distance they had to roll the logs from the edge of the forest, they 
had dug a canal back from the edge of the pond as far toward the 
forest as the lay of the land would permit. The beavers knew how 
to combine land and water transportation to move the logs with a 
minimum of effort. 

s The beavers understood good public policy; I believe the Congress 
oes, too. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. It is good to have you, Captain. 
I always enjoy having the opportunity to hear you as I have so many 
times in the past. Thank you. That is all. For the record, these are 
telegrams that I have received in favor of recommendation No. 8 that 
tolls be placed on the inland waterway carriers. 

Calico Rock Lions Club; State Bank of Calico Rock; Marion Cham- 
ber of Commerce; W. L. Gatz, vice president, the Bertig Co.; Al 
Grauerholz, president, Coffeyville Chamber of Commerce; Spring- 
field Chamber of Commerce, Louis W. Reps, managing director; 
Vernon Bennett, Tamko Asphalt Products, Inc.; Joplin Transfer & 
Storage Co., L. L. Damer; Lester E. Cox, president, Ozark Motor & 
Supply Co., Ozark Tractor & Implement Co.; and one from the 
national affairs committee, Joplin Chamber of Commerce, by Paul 
Bradley, chairman. 

They are all submitted in support of the Hoover Commission recom- 
mendation No. 8, and will be made a part of the record at this point. 
(The telegrams are as follows :) 


Carico Roox, Ark., November 28, 1955. 


CONGRESSIONAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATERWAYS, 
Federal Building, St. Louis: 
Our club urges waterways users should pay equal tax as railroads and other 
common carriers. 


Carico Rock Lions CLvus. 
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CALICO Rook, ARK., November 28, 1955. 
CONGRESSIONAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATERWAYS, 
Federal Building, St. Louis: 
We believe that users of waterways shold pay for usage to bring costs of 
operation in line with railroads who have to build and maintain and pay taxes. 
Strate Bank or Catico Rock. 


MARION, ILt., November 28, 1955. 


CHAIRMAN, WATER RESOURCES AND POWER COMMITTEE, 
New Federal Building, St. Louis: 
Marion Chamber of Commerce would urge a fair toll charge for use of inland 
waterways by commercial shipping. 
MARION CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 


PARAGOULD, ARK., November 25, 1955. 
WILLIAM WISE, 


Clerk, Water Resources and Power Committee, 
New Federal Building, St. Louis: 

Concerning meeting to be held November 28. Sorry we are unable to have 
a representative attend this meeting. We are definitely in favor of the inland 
water carriers paying a toll for their operations on the rivers. We do not think 
the taxpayers should have to pay the expenses of keeping the rivers navigable. 

W. L. Gatz, 
Vice President, the Bertig Co. 


CoFFEYVILLE, Kans., November 26, 1955. 


The CHAIRMAN, CONGRESSIONAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES AND POWER, 
New Federal Building, St. Louis: 


We support the Hoover Commission report to the extent that tollage or use 


charge should be made to users of our inland waterways. 
At GRAUERHOLZ, 
President, Coffeyville Chamber of Commerce. 


SPRINGFIELD, Mo., November 27, 1955. 


CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES AND POWER, 
Committee on Government Operations, 


New Federal Building, St. Louis: 
The business interests of Springfield, Mo., believing in fair play and in the 
inherent right to petition, respectfully, but firmly, urge you to establish a usage 


or toll charge on inland water freight rates in line with recommendation of the 
Hoover Commission. 
SPRINGFIELD CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


Louis W. Reps, Managing Director. 


Joprin, Mo., November 25, 1955. 
CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES AND POWER, 
New Federal Building, St. Louis, Mo.: 
Please refrain from taking any action on Hoover report. 


TAMKO ASPHALT Propucts, INc. 
VERNON BENNETT. 


Joprin, Mo., November 25, 1955. 
CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES AND POWER, 
New Federal Buiiding, St. Louis, Mo.: 
We protest any action of your committee contrary to the Hoover report. 


JOPLIN TRANSFER & SToRAGE Co. 
L. L. DAMER. 
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SPRINGFIELD, Mo., November 25, 1955. 
Hon. Rosert Jones, 


Subcommittee on Water Resources, 
New Federal Building, St. Louis, Mo.: 
. Unfortunately cannot be present at your hearing but wish to voice our excep- 
tions to free use by barges on Government-maintained waterways which work 
to the disadvantage of inland towns not on Federal waterways. We favor the 


recommendations of the Hoover Commission previously made to collect toll 
charges on Government-maintained rivers. 


This inequality for inland towns has worked to their disadvantage long 
enough. A change should take place immediately as the taxpayers can see no 
justifiable reason in subsidizing waterway improvements to their disadvantage. 


Ozark Moror & Suppty Co. 
OzarK Tractor & IMPLEMENT Co. 
Lester E. Cox, President. 


Joprin, Mo., November 26, 1955. 
CHAIRMAN, WATER RESOURCES AND PowrErR SUBCOMMITTEE, 
New Federal Building, St. Louis, Mo.: 


Our information is your subcommittee is seeking the views of the public as 
to the Hoover Commission report on the commercial usé of our waterways. It 
is our thought that fair charges or tolls should be paid by carriers using our 
waterways and that taxpayers should not be required to carry the whole load. 
We feel present practice is not only discriminatory against inland towns and 
industry, but unfair to the taxpaying public and urge correction of this situation 
by adopting that part of the Hoover report dealing with this subject. 


NATIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE, 
JOPLIN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By Pau BraDiey, Chairman. 

Mr. Jonzs. Now we have exactly 42 minutes to go. In the House of 
Representatives we operate under the 5-minute rule, except when there 
is a limitation of time, and then the limited time has to be divided 
between those wanting to speak on the amendment or the resolution. 
So, we are going to put into effect the time limitation. We have 15 
wees That means somebody is going to have to do some fast 
talking. 

First let me ask, is there anybody here who wants to testify in behalf 
of the Commission’s reports or recommendations? If there is we 
want you to come forward. The record ought to speak for itself. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Now Mr. Lawrence Rittenoure of Wichita, Kans., of the 
National Association of Soil Conservation Districts. 


STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE RITTENOURE, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 


ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS, WICHITA, 
KANS. 


Mr. Rrrrenourr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Incidentally, there 
are four of us. Does that give me 12 minutes? 

Mr. Jones. You can ask unanimous consent that the four other rep- 
resentatives transfer their time to you. 

Mr. Rrrrenovre. I.think we are already agreed. 

Mr. Jones. But we will not have them say amen. Let us iden- 
tify your other witnesses. We have Mr. Louis Elzea, of the Missouri 
Association of Soil Conservation Districts; Mr. Moebus Gentry, of 
Lincoln County Conservation District; and Mr. Hugh Stevenson, of 
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Elsberry, Mo. Will you stand up please? The record will show that 
these gentlemen are in attendance. 

All right, Mr. Rittenoure, we will be glad to hear you now. 

Mr.. Rirrenovure. I am Lawrence Rittenoure, of Wichita, Kans. 
For 37 years past my principal experience has been that of dealing 
with municipalities of all kinds in the issuance and sale of municipal 
bonds, the last 23 years as head of my own company, the Rittenoure In- 
vestment Co. For 25 years past I have been interested in farmland of 
western Kansas, and since 1944 I have operated our farm now 410 
acres, in Sedgwick County, 16 miles west and south of Wichita, by 
approved conservation practices. I have served for nearly 7 years 
as a supervisor of the Sedgwick County Soil Conservation District, 


and am a director of the National Association of Soil Conservation Dis- 


tricts. My deep interest in all matters relating to conservation of our 
soil and water resources has been broadened by study and observation 
in many parts of our country. 

For nearly four decades I have been an ardent admirer of Herbert 
Hoover and his patriotic services, but I have little admiration for his 
report to Congress of June 1955, on water resources and power, and in 
particular recommendation No. 6. 

It is a pity that a fine ex-President, of unquestioned integrity, 
should have signed his name over the statements of task force C— 
statements careless and statements untrue. For example, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture has not spent $42,230,629, as implied, on small 
dams, but rather only one-fifth of this amount. They did not use 934 
engineers with large staffs as implied on small dams. They did use 
one-fifth this number, but the “large staffs” are fictional. My first 
impression was that personnel of task force C must be merely pitifully 
ignorant of the facts, but by studied analysis I am obliged to question 
their motives. If the St. Louis member of task force C can today ex- 
plain their misleading statements, I shall be happy to listen. Unfor- 
tunately, his group has done Mr. Hoover a grave injustice. I am sure 
Mr. Hoover, a noted engineer, never suspected that task force C had 
so distorted the facts in an effort to favor the Corps of Army Engi- 
neers. 

We, the farmers, the landowners, and the supervisors of soil-con- 
servation districts, are working now hand in hand with the Soil Con- 
servation Service and its work unit conservationist, who is located 
close at hand, right in our district. Our Soil Conservation Service 
men invariably appreciate and share our love of the soil and under- 
stand fully that conservation of our national water resources must 
begin where the rain falls, not in some huge reservoir downstream. 
We are all beginning to realize that the same basic principle is im- 
portant in flood prevention. Upstream watershed work ties in effi- 
ciently and naturally with this existing lineup. We do not wish to 
change and look to the Army engineers, who have trifling interest in 
our problems and who have shown no knowledge of nor interest in 
conservation of soil and water on the land, nor slowing down runoff of 
floodwaters in our small watersheds. 

The Army engineers, as builders of large reservoirs, should have 
these past 20 years been shouting from the housetops, clamoring and 
urging the public to get behind soil and water conservation and water- 
shed work upstream, particularly in every instance in the watershed 
where they have built or propose to build a huge reservoir. The 
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Army engineers could not possibly have been ignorant of nor even baum 
slightly unaware of the serious sedimentation of so many of their could 
costly reservoirs, some of which will be fortunate to last only 40 or eral wv 
50 years, whereas they should have a useful life of 500 years. The It : 
Army engineers have never evidenced interest in watershed work to cheer‘ 
protect their projects. Why should watershed work now suddenly be his na 
tossed into the lap of the Army engineers, who have to date shown no Fons « 
regard for nor interest in the movement? Why not just put all soil ens < 
and water conservation in the hands of the Army engineers, thereby will g 
killing the movement and all accomplished to date? The Army with : 
engineers have shown to date as much sympathy, understanding and | water 
appreciation for watershed work and soil conservation as the Hessian Cor 
soldiers in the Revolutionary days showed toward American patriots. The 

When the Hope-Aiken hearings were held by the Senate Agriculture . provid: 
Committee, the sole and only opponent of that measure was the Chief What 
of the Army engineers. His testimony made it plain that he feared vity, 
watershed work as proposed might lessen the need for and importance Cente 
of Army engineer reservoirs. His efforts, and the efforts of the corps, least | 
did not stop there. Task group C on flood control, including water portic 
retardation projects, could not have been difficult to persuade of their over $ 
specious arguments, for recommendation No. 6— Ou 


the construction of headwater dams be transferred to the Corps of Engineers. mitte 


The background of the personnel of task group C shows these men are | ae 
well acquainted with ant must have dealt extensively with the Corps of . pow 
Engineers. They have served either for or even with the Army | Or 
engineers. If there is any knowledge of soil, soil building and fertil- 4 tl . 
ity, infiltration increase of precipitation, lessening of erosion and rae 
sedimentation of streams and reservoirs, in short, any evidence of a | - =) 
pronounced love of our country’s soil, task force C does not evidence i ‘tte 
it, either in personal backgrounds or cunning arguments, or in recom- | cls 7 
mendation No. 6. i $ TH 
But the personnel of task force C is not alone in their biased and . j Se 
impractical recommendation No. 6. They have followed the example P bi 
of Mr. Kestnbaum, Chairman of the Commission of Inter-Govern- | Eve 
mental Relations. Mr. Kestnbaum was frank to admit in our 30- or . 
40-minute phone conversation of last March, that his knowledge of | in vie 
soil and water conservation was very superficial. Mr. aor H altho 
was courteous, especially so since I was calling from the railroad sta- peate 
tion in Chicago and he was at the office of Hart, Shaffner & Marx on ! Turr 
a Sunday and preparing to leave the city. We agreed on some points, H 24 mi 
as two conservative businessmen usually do, but Mr. Kestnbaum gave | Soi 
an answer to my final question that showed plainly why his Commit- the C 
tee for Inter-Governmental Relations was planning to break up the Sa 
Soil Conservation Service into 48 pieces. I asked Mr. Kestnbaum nai 
why he had not invited our National Association of Soil Conserva- aa 
tion District officers and directors to meet with his task force, in order ited 


that his task force could learn some conservation “facts of life” from coll 


a group of substantial citizens, landowners, ranchers, and farmers, of tl 
with years of experience in conservation work—men with love of soil 
and water and country—forward-looking men of substance concerned 
with the future of our Nation. Imagine the shock of my surprise at 
his answer, “We don’t want to get into an argument.” Mr. Kestn- 
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baum could truthfully have said, “We don’t want to learn.” The same 
could have been said of task force C and Mr. Hoover’s group in gen- 
eral when dealing with agricultural phases of their study. 

It is a great pity that an American of Mr. Hoover’s standing should 
cheerfully hand volume I, a report to the Congress, with the prestige 
his name implies, because so many of our people, uninformed on back- 
ground facts, will accept those recommendations without thought. 
Tens of thousands of copies of volume I, Water Resources and Power, 
will go into gullible hands who will overlook the loading of task forces 
with men of brilliant pedigrees but no real knowledge of soil and 
water conservation and watershed work. 

Consider the reason of task force C for recommendation 6: 

The SCS has, in the opinion of the task group, underestimated the cost of 

providing storage capacity in headwater reservoirs. 
What estimates? None have ever been made by SCS. At my home 
city, the Army engineers estimated the cost of the Wichita-Valley 
Center flood project at nearly $11 million. We know now it will be at 
least $20 million. We were told the Wichita and Sedgwick County 
portion would be from $1 million the $1,250,000. We already have 
over $4 million in it. 

Our Wichita Chamber of Commerce has recently appointed a com- 
mittee headed by ex-Governor Arn to try to get the engineers to com- 
plete the project in a decent time. What should have been a com- 
pleted project in 2 years has now run 5 and will require another 5 years 
to complete at the present rate. 

When the Army engineers started this project, I was puzzled by 
their estimates of cost, which included 25 percent for engineering, 
when I knew that the best private drainage engineering firms in the 
country could be employed for a third of that, or about 8 percent. 
After observing the project for the past 5 years, this puzzle has 
clarified. 

This $20 million project is not worth a dime to Wichita until com- 
pletely finished. My able Congressman, Ed Rees, recently explained 
publicly there has been no lack of money on the part of Congress. 

Yet the task force boasts— 


in view of the engineering competence of the Corps of Engineers— 


although this example of “engineering incompetence” could be re- 
peated over and over for different parts of the country. Our Kansas 
Turnpike Authority will complete its project, seven times as large, in 
24 months. 

Soil Conservation Service estimates of damage are nearly four times those of 
the Corps of Engineers. 

Something like this is to be expected. The Corps of Engineers 
know nothing of flood damage to fields and soil. The engineers could 
see the damage done by tens of thousands of tons of soil when depos- 
ited in the Kansas cities by the floodwaters of 1951 in my State; they 
could estimate the cost of removal, but they showed no comprehension 
of the urgent need for conservation and watershed retardation work 
upstream to prevent a recurrence. Yet task force C would take this 
type of work from the Soil Conservation Service men, who know what 
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it is about, and hand it to the Army Corps of Engineers, partly 
because— 


another large engineering organization is undesirable in the Federal Government. 


This last quotation implies that the Army engineers could take over 
upstream watershed work of the Department of Agriculture without 
increasing personnel, which is, of course, absurd. So far as task 
force C is concerned, the Corps of Engineers should be gratified every 
whim. 

Last March in Washington our NASCD board of directors were 
favored with the presence of General Itschner and some of his aides. 
I told the general at least 2 or 3 of our national conventions had passed 
resolutions to the effect that huge downstream reservoirs should be 
preceded by watershed work to prevent sedimentation from ruining 
such costly reservoirs. The general could not agree. Yet task force 
C urges through recommendation 6 and their preceding absurd, shal- 
low, and biased arguments, that upstream retardation work should 
be turned over to this group, entirely unfitted by experience or knowl- 
edge, and not possessing any love of soil as such. 

Before the Army engineers started work on our Wichita-Valley 
Center flood project, locally dubbed “The Big Ditch,” which circles 
around one side of the city, a local engineer laid out a comprehensive 
set of retardation or headwater dams that would have effectively taken 
care of our flood damages, but at a fourth of the cost of the “Big 
Ditch.” Would the Army engineers have anything to do with this 

lan for headwater dams in the Little Arkansas and its tributaries? 
ou cannot fail to guess the answer. Not until the Corps of Engi- 
neers sensed that upstream watershed work projected under the Hope- 
Aiken Act might lessen to some extent the need for huge expensive 
reservoirs, did they find reason to testify against the bill and start in 
. get the right kind of recommendation from task force C, labeled 

o. 6. 

The distinguished Mr. Hoover and his distinguished colleagues 
have rendered the country a disservice in the form of recommendation 
No. 6. They have made a study in marble halls, but not with their 
feet on the ground, and a love of our soil in their hearts. The love 
of our soil must come first—the engineering is only secondary, and it 
follows naturally that the Soil Conservation Service is best equipped 
to function on our upstream work, tied in with conventional soil and 
water conservation work in our farms and fields. An old Chinese 
proverb is so wise and yet so simple that it took me years to under- 
stand it. It goes something like this: “The footprint of the owner on 
the soil is the best fertilizer.” I walked many a mile over our land, in 
both sunshine and storm, before it dawned upon me, that the care of 


our soil and, of course, our water, should be in the hands of those who. 


love the soil and have their feet on the ground. 

I am grateful for your courtesy and kindness. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much for a splendid statement. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. That was an excellent statement. 

Mr. Jones. Any questions, Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Liescoms. No questions. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. Mr. Z. T. Caldwell of Dan- 
ville, Ark. 
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STATEMENT OF Z. T. CALDWELL, DANVILLE, ARK., AND HOLLY 
SPRINGS, MISS., REPRESENTING VARIOUS STOVE MANUFAC- 
TURERS 


Mr. Catpwet. Thank you very much. I believe I am in the right 
church but wrong pew. I am a little bit on the opposite side of most 
of them here. 

Mr. Jonzs. We are glad to have you because it takes two sides even 
to make a horse race, does it not? 

Mr. Catpweu. That is right, and since you mentioned horse races, 
Hot Springs, Ark., is close to my home and I know they come up to 
one line and start off together and the best man wins. I want to 
mention that in my little talk this afternoon. 

Mr. Jones. Do you ever get across the mountain into Yell County ? 

Mr. CaLpweE.. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jongs. I have been over there in Danville. 

Mr. CaLpwELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Dardanelle. 

Mr. Catpwe.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Plainview. 

Mr. CaLpweEy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. You are in the capital of the universe they tell me. 

Mr. Catpwetu. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Go ahead, Mr. Caldwell. 

Mr. CaLpwELL. I represent some manufacturers. One in Belleview, 
a one in Chicago, one in Pittsburgh, and one in South Pittsburg, 

enn. 

Mr. Jones. You must be in the stove business. 

Mr. Caupwe.L. In the stove business and brick business, in Holly 
Springs, Miss. Who wants to buy some stoves and brick? In addition 
to that 1 happen to be director of a bank, and I wonder if you would 
look at me as some of the former witnesses here did at their bankers. 
I feel, gentlemen, not the same equal shares, probably, but equal 
shares. 

I was raised a poor boy and I have been hungry and cold and I 
have made up by mind to get up in the financial world. I did not 
expect anybody to give me anything. I wanted to pay my way and 
my part. I do not say that we should put them all on the basis as 
you do at the race track, but some _ they could pay and it would 
not bankrupt our county, or anybody. 

I wonder who the taxpayer is. I wonder what they would do with- 
out the railroads. I wonder what they would do without the guy who 
is paying the taxes. That is the reason why I want to qualify the 
taxpayer. 

Mr. Jones. You qualified him. 

Mr. Catpweiu. The businessman must operate in the black and not 
in the red. Recent statistics show 94 percent of our population, count- 
ing men, women, and children and all, only look at it selfishly as to 
what do I get. That leaves 6 percent of the people looking out in the 
sees as to what do we get. Bo, of course, I belong to that 6 percent 

unch. 

I made a few notes here and have no prepared speech. We welcome 
competition. We want it and like it and love it. It isthe progressive- 
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ness of America today. Itisthe American way of life. But let’s have 
some part paying. 

What would waterways do without the railroads and the manufac- 
turers and that rough banker they talked about so much around here 
today? If taxes are not needed any more, why do we keep on increas- 
ing them? Who do the taxes come from again ? 

i have to make a statement here that our town, between Malvern and 
Hot Springs, we have all of the folks working on the General Motors 
automobiles. All of the aluminum parts are made right there. We 
have an aluminum fabricating plant in our town and we are proud of 
those things there. I happen to have an interest in that fabricating 
plant myself. 

The other question I want to know about is, What was this Commis- 
sion appointed for? To bring up the true facts, I believe. That 
sania me of a lot of remarks that were made here today, like playing 
school. “If I cannot be teacher I won’t play.” 

I am sorry you do not have much time for me here but I want to 
bring out a point, gentlemen, and that is we love competition, but let 
us all pay our share of the debt. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. We are glad to have had you, Mr. Caldwell. We might 
want to ask you some questions. You are a good witness. 

Mrs. Griffiths. 

Mrs. GrirrirHs. No questions. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Lipscomb. 

Mr. Lrescoms. No questions. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. R. K. Keas. You represent the St. Louis East Side 
Traffic Conference. Is that right? 


STATEMENT OF R. K. KEAS, ST. LOUIS, MO., REPRESENTING 
ST. LOUIS EAST SIDE TRAFFIC CONFERENCE 


Mr. Kras. Yes, sir. My name is R. K. Keas. I am a resident of 
St. Louis, Mo. 

Mr. Jones. What is your business, Mr. Keas? 

Mr. Keas. I am general traffic manager of an independent steel 
company—not one of nationwide distribution. Our organization, the 
St. Louis East Side Traflic Conference, is an organization of the indus- 
tries in St. Clair and Madison Counties on the east side of the Missis- 
sippi River. This whole entire broad valley extending from approxi- 
mately 20 miles south to about 25 miles north of the northern boundary 
of East St. Louis, and St. Louis and St. Louis County, has instructed 
me to record our opposition to any system of imposing tolls on trans- 
portation on our inland waterway. 

Our membership is composed primarily of heavy industry which 
is not susceptible to removal ma relocation. These industries rep- 
resent an investment of hundreds of millions of dollars and employ 
an estimated 80,000 persons. Now most of these firms are independ- 
ent industrial units of comparatively moderate size in this country. 
They depend on initiative, aggressive operation and competitive mer- 
chandising. The benefits of economy in their operation, in the very 
nature of American competitive business as a system inures to the 
buying public in the form of improved quality and a greater range 
of markets, and competitive prices. F 
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We believe in the policy that all inland waterways should be avail- 
able to the public use for navigation without tolls, just as our ocean 
ports are. Many of the industries located in the interior of our 
country, as are these industries, are in direct and intense competition 
with industries on our Atlantic seaboard who have available coast- 
wise and intracoastal water transportation. They are also in intense 
competition with imported goods, not only at our ports but far into 
our interior. Our inland waterways are also very important in aid- 
ing the development of an export business to the world markets. 

To adopt a policy of tolls for the transportation of goods on our 
inland waterways will seriously impair the development of the in- 
terior of our country and accentuate development of the industries 
along our coastlines. 

A great deal of industry and wide distribution of goods has de- 
veloped in the light of the governmental policy of development and 
use of one of our most important natural resources, our inland water- 
ways. A complete change of this policy would be detrimental to the 
development of those industries in the interior of the United States. 

To establish a new system of tolls on the use of waterways, which 
throughout all of the United States’ history has been without this 
influence, would be to change the rules in the middle of the game 
and require business and industry in the interior, who have placed 
their investments and located their plants on the prairies of the free 
use of water transportation or competitive use of water transporta- 
tion, to be placed under serious handicaps in its development as a 
source of employment for labor, and it would limit the markets at 
which it could distribute its products. 

It does not appear to me that any distinction can be drawn between 
a sound policy of the Federal Government in the development of our 
natural resources both as an avenue of transportation in peacetime 
and an avenue of transportation as a national defense unit. I say 
that because today we are facing one of the most serious car short- 
ages in the history of the country. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Railroad car shortages ? 

Mr. Keas. Yes. The shippers of this country have for 2 years 
urged the purchase of enough railroad equipment to carry the com- 
merce of the country, but it does not exist. f 

Mr. Jones. Are those shippers getting tax amortization for the 
acquisition of new rolling stock ? 

{r. Keas. You mean the railroads? 

Mr. Jonrs. Yes. 

Mr. Keas. Yes, sir. In fact it appears to me that the rates of 
amortization have been in that direction. I do not question it because 
it is done primarily in the general interest and for the welfare of the 
people as a whole. You have heard the statement that generally a 
few people get the benefits of the economies of water transportation. 
But if you will, show me one single appropriation of Congress in 
which it cannot be said that some phase of the population, or some 
phase of business in the United States, or some particular section of 
the country did not get immediate benefits before it flowed to the people 


asa whole. I will take that all the way from slum clearance to school 
lunches. 
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Mr. Jones. How long has your company been operating in St. 
Louis? 

Mr. Kras. I have been with them since 1920. 

Mr. Jones. 1920? 

Mr. Kaas. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. You came after Robert E. Lee, who was sent out here 
for the Corps of Engineers to provide navigation features on the 
Mississippi River then ? 

Mr. Keras. Yes. I did not see him. 

Mr. Jones. Well, neither did I, but I know about him. 

Mr. Keras. It might well be argued that we do not want to pay taxes 
for the spending of Government money to build equipment to go to 
underprivileged countries of the world. 

Mr. Jonrs. Just on the point you are taking up, there was a great 
speech made by a fellow in Congress in 1846, which was pointed to by 
Mr. Hull and made available to the committee, about the importance 
of Federal investment in navigation on the Missouri River and its 
benefits accruing to all of the people in the country. That fellow 
was named Abraham Lincoln. You ought to get a hold of that. 

Mr. Kras. I have heard of it. 

Mr. Jonrs. Well, you get a copy of that speech he made in the Con- 
gress and I am sure it will be satisfying to your philosophy. 

Mr. Keas. We believe under no circumstances should such a task be 
placed on the Interstate Commerce Commission, whose history has not 
developed any outstanding experience in dealing with such a subject. 
The Commission during the last 20 years has been heaped up with a 
tremendous volume of increased duties and responsibilities, even more, 
we believe, than they can adequately cope with. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Keas. Is there anyone in 
the audience who has a prepared statement in opposition to recom- 
mendation No. 8¢ Is there anyone either for or against it? Will 


you step forward and identify yourself and let us get your statement 
in the record. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH F. CLARK, DIVISION MANAGER, 
LAKE TANKERS CORP. 


Mr. Cuark. My name is Ralph Clark. I am manager of the Lake 
Tankers Corp. 

Mr. Jones. And you are for or against recommendation No. 8 of the 
Commission ¢ 

Mr. Crark. I am opposed to recommendation No. 8. 


Mr. Jones. Without objection, your statement will be made a part 
of the record. 


(The prepared statement of Mr. Clark follows :) 
STATEMENT OF RALPH F. CLarK, DIVISION MANAGER, LAKE TANKERS Corp. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is Ralph F. Clark. 
In various capacities and in connection with various organizations, I have been 
engaged in the general business of water transportation for the past 23 years. 
I hold an unlimited master’s license for river vessels and a pilot’s license on 
the Mississippi, Ohio, and Illinois Rivers. For the past 7 years I have been 
employed as manager of the northern division of Lake Tankers Corp., a contract 
carrier of petroleum products by water. My division of the company. operates 
marine equipment on the Great Lakes and the western rivers (those rivers whose 
water flows into the Gulf of Mexico). 
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I am bitterly opposed to the majority recommendation of the Hoover Com- 
mission on Water Resources and Power concerning the imposition of user charges 
on water transportation. In view of my present position and the fact that I have 
had a hand in the development of the modern river transportation industry, I 
feel certain that my opinions on this matter are not startling. I would like to 
emphasize however that I am a citizen first and a businessman secondly, and 
that it is my firm opinion that if the present transportation policy of the United 
States cannot be justified on the basis of its value to these United States and 
the citizens thereof, then whatever changes appear to be necessary to enhance 
the value of that policy should by all means be made, even though these changes 
would work a hardship upon individuals such as myself. 

I therefore would appreciate your consideration of my testimony as a common 
citizen of the United States and the State of [Illinois rather than as a marine 
operator. 

I do believe, however, that my views may be somewhat more informed on this 
subject than are those of another citizen who has not had the opportunity to 
watch the development of the great inland marine transportation industry which 
the country now enjoys. 

It would appear certain that this committee and its members will have had 
the benefit of the advice of constitutional lawyers on the general subject of 
tolls. I therefore will not attempt to belabor this aspect of the problem. I 
would like to point out, however, that it appears that the imposition of tolls on 
anything other than a uniform rate upon all traffic in improved United States 
waterways would be unconstitutional, and that such a set of uniform tolls would 
promote problems in both domestic and foreign shipping which would appear 
to be nearly insurmountable. 

Would we, as an example, impose tolls against United States-flag vessels with- 
out similar tolls against foreign shipping or would we invite retaliation against 
our shipping by collecting tolls from foreign-flag vessels? Would we collect the 
same ton-mile toll against transportation of coal at a valuation of a few dollars 
per ton as against automobiles or other finished products with valuations of 
$1,000 per ton and upwards? Would we impose the same rate of tolls (as would 
seem to be constitutionally) on a section of waterway on which very little 
Federal money had been spent as on another section of waterway which had been 
canalized at far greater expense? I believe it will be easily seen that the answer 
to even these simple problems would not be easily determined. 

Assuming a logical answer to the above and many other related probletas it 
appears to me that there is a very valid argument which cannot be satisfactorily 
answered. This is the fact that businessmen, both as shippers and receivers of 
freight, have had every reason to believe that the great waterways of the United 
States were to serve as low-cost shipping lines by which the agricultural and 
manufacturing might of our country could be decentralized for business and 
national defense purposes without severe freight rate disadvantages. The entire 
transportation policy of the United States as expressed in constitutional and 
statute law, the Northwest Ordinance, various other pacts and treaties, and 
statements of policy by substantially every president from George Washington 
to Dwight D. Eisenhower has led the citizens of the United States to the logical 
belief that they could build their manufacturing or agricultural interests on 
the cornerstone of a free water transportation system available to all. To repu- 
diate this policy at this time would be a breach of faith with every family which 
has settled in and obtained their living from the areas which would be .ffected. 

It is also my opinion that a panel of brilliant and dedicated men could spend 
the rest of their lives in attempting to determine the respective advantages of 
our public works system to each of the beneficiaries thereof. 

The 12-foot channel project now in existence from the confluence of the Ohio 
and Mississippi Rivers to the mouth of the Mississippi River is certainly a 
navigational advantage over the 9-foot channel projects on most of our other 
principal rivers. It was conceived and executed, however, as a flood-control 
project to permit a more rapid runoff of water during high-water seasons. The 
bank stabilization program on this same section of the Mississippi River is of 
value to navigation in providing more stable channel conditions. One of its 
principal purposes, however, is to eliminate the constant erosion of land along 
the farms and cities of the lower Mississippi region. The Fort Peck Dam across 
the upper Missouri River is of value to navigation in providing more stable river 
stages along the Missouri and lower Mississippi Rivers. It and other upper 
river dams, however, have prevented or minimized floods in such cities as Sioux 
City, Omaha, Kansas City, and St. Louis, and have been instrumental in extreme 
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low-water periods in keeping the city water intakes of New Orleans free of 
unusable salt water. 

Truly it would také the mind of a Solomon or a Socrates to determine the 
ratio of benefits which have accrued to various beneficiaries of our water-control 
policy. 

To add yet one more imponderable, to whom would you appeal for information 
as to the correct benefits accrued to the country by national defense usage or 
availability of a modern water transportation system? I have heard an estimate 
given that the course of World War II was shortened by at least 1 year as the 
result of the use of river transportation, both as a freight-handling agency which 
permitted manufacturing expansion through the Midwest United States and 
also as a means of expanding shipyard capacities along the Great Lakes and 
western rivers where many thousands of combat vessels ranging from destroyer 
escorts and submarines to various types of landing craft were built on a pro- 
duction line schedule. I submit that if this estimate is only half true and that 
if no other benefits whatsoever had accrued to the Nation from our water trans- 
portation system, the investment has been repaid many times over in both money 
and lives. 

Many other examples could be and undoubtedly will be presented to you by 
persons or groups who will know far better than I how to present a study of this 
nature. I feel certain you do not need me to tell you that the entire subject of 
benefit ratios is not simple. 

In closing I would like to mention one other myth which has been expounded 
by various groups inimical to water transportation. This is the story that water 
transportation is of value principally to shipping interests and, to a small extent, 
to their direct customers. 

Nothing could be further from the truth. A miner in Colorado buys mining 
machinery which was manufactured in St. Louis from steel shipped by water 
from Pitsburgh where it in turn was manufactured from coal brought in by 
barge from the Monongahela River and ore brought across the Great Lakes 
by freighter. A cowboy in Wyoming buys a lariat which is manufactured from 
fiber shipped into St. Louis by a barge line. A wheat farmer in Kansas raises his 
grain with machinery which he has bought cheaper because of water trans- 
portation, and in turn sells his grain at several cents per bushel higher price 
because it is being shipped to New Orleans by barge. 

In short, it is my belief that any transportation system which annually handles 
approximately 2 tons of freight for each man, woman, and child in the United 
States must certainly have an effect on the economy of the entire country, and 
that any legislative action which would tend to destroy or diminish the use of 
that system of transportation could not be anything but harmful to the welfare 
of our people as a whole. 

I sincerely thank you for being given the opportunity to present my views to 
you for your consideration. 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Renshaw, representing the St. Louis Shipbuilding 
& Steel Co. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD RENSHAW, APPEARING FOR HERMAN T. 
POTT, PRESIDENT, ST. LOUIS SHIPBUILDING & STEEL CO. 


Mr. Rensuaw. I am Edward Renshaw. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Renshaw, are you in support or opposition to rec- 
ommendation No. 8? 

Mr. RensHaw. In opposition. 

Mr. Jones. Without objection, the statement of Mr. Renshaw will 
be made a part of the record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Renshaw follows:) 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD RENSHAW, APPEARING FoR HERMAN T. Port, PRESIDENT, 
Sr. Louis SHIPBUILDING & STEEL Co. 


Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Griffith, gentlemen, I am Edward Renshaw, representing 
Mr. Herman T. Pott, president of St. Louis Shipbuilding & Steel Co. Unfor- 
tunately, Mr. Pott was called out of town today. I am here to state the 
opposition of my company to the proposed imposition of tolls for the use of the 
Nation’s inland waterways. 
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You have heard much testimony on what the imposition of tolls would do 
to our inland waterways transportation industry. It is our unqualified opinion 
that such tolls would destroy river transportation and effect the revival of a 
monopolistic railroad control which would be disastrous to the national economy. 

Such a move would sound the death knell to our industry—river shipbuilding. 
My company is engaged in the construction of towboats and barges for the 
inland waterways transportation industry. We employ 750 men at our St. 
Louis shipyard and another 250 men at our subsidiary, Paducah Marine Ways. 
Since 1933 when our company was founded we have built 132 towboats and 
almost 1,350 barges, derrick boats, etc. This year alone we will build 9 towboats 
and 54 barges. This with our repair work will have a total value of about $10 
million. 

We are a substantial member of the St. Louis and Paducah industrial com- 
munities and a business which finds all of its customers among the barge lines 
operating on the inland rivers. 

A decline in river shipbuilding would obviously have a serious impact on the 
economy of every shipyard community, but there are other factors in the con- 
struction of river equipment which are of vital concern to every United States 
citizen. 

Economy in the use of steel is not only important in today’s steel shortage but 
is of national concern in time of war. For each ton of raw steel used, river barges 
can carry from 2 to 6 times more cargo tons per mile per day than can rail cars. 
This point alone can be of considerable consequence in a steel-scarce war 
economy. 

Another factor vital to our national welfare is the important role that the 
river shipyards play in time of war. From the records of the Corps of Engineers, 
3,943 vessels were constructed on the Mississippi River system for war purposes 
and moved by water to New Orleans and beyond during World War II. This 
equipment ranged from submarines and LST’s to small landing craft. 

Thus the entire Nation has a stake in keeping the river shipbuilding industry 
healthy and growing. The imposition of tolls on Amerié¢a’s rivers would obvi- 
ously adversely affect river transportation. Construction of new equipment 
would cease and river shipyards would soon be impotent in time of war. 

For these reasons we unequivocably oppose river tolls; and we respectfully 
urge members of this committee to reject this proposal. 


Mr. Lipscoms. I assume these people have no other opposition on 
any other recommendation of the Hoover Commission on Water 
Resources and Power. 

Mr. Jonrs. Will you state your name, please. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE B. SCHIERBERG, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI- 
DENT, GRANITE CITY STEEL CO., GRANITE CITY, ILL. 


Mr. Scuterserc. Mr. George B. Schierberg of Granite City, Tl. 

Mr. Jongs. Without objection, your statement will be made a part 
of the record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Schierberg follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE B. SCHIERBERG, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, GRANITE CITY 
STEEL Co., GRANITE Ciry, ILL. 


Granite City Steel Co. wishes to record its opposition to that recommendation 
of the Hoover report, “That Congress authorize a user charge on inland water- 
ways except for smaller pleasure craft, sufficient to cover maintenance and oper- 
ation and authorize the Interstate Commerce Commission to fix such charges.” 

To substantiate our position in this matter we wish to state that the Granite 
City Steel Co. employs some 5,000 persons from some 20 cities with 85 percent 
of its personnel supplied from what is known as the Quad Cities. Granite City 
Steel Co. just recently completed an $80 million expansion program and is embark- 
ing upon an additional substantial expansion. In the recently completed expan- 
sion Granite City Steel Co. negotiated a long-term lease from the Bi-State Devel- 
opment Agency for dock facilities on the Chain of Rocks Canal. In addition 
to the long-term lease, Granite City Steel Co. underwrote the financing of 
$1,500,000 for these dock facilities making it possible for the general public 
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to avail itself of low-cost water transportation as well as an important facility 
available to our national defense. This points up a very important considera- 
tion which apparently is lost sight of in the recommendation of a user charge— 
sizable private expenditures have been made on the inland waterways, resulting 
in sizable taxes being paid to the Government. A user charge would discourage, 
if not eliminate, this private investment. 

The application of this user charge on inland waterways would seriously 
hamper the distribution of our finished product and would put additional burdens 
on the users of these products in the entire area served by the inland waterways. 
This area embraces the Mississippi River from Minneapolis to the gulf, the 
Missouri River from its confluence with the Mississippi to the most distant 
point now served by barge operation, the Intercoastal Canal from New Orleans 
to Brownsville, Tex., and the Ohio River from Pittsburgh to its confluence with 
the Mississippi. 

The application of user charge on inland waterways will discriminate against 
the Granite City Steel Co. as well as others in that we will be competing with 
domestic mills on both the Atlantic seaboard and the Pacific coast to gulf port 
origins which will not be subject to the proposed recommendation of the Hoover 
report. This would also be true in the assembly of our raw materials in that 
mills located on the Great Lakes would have an advantage of water rates not 
subject to this charge; whereas, Granite City Steel Co. would be subject to such 
a charge. 

We sincerely feel that the approval of this user charge would be a detriment to 
the locating and further development of industries on the inland waterways, and 
we hope that your committee will not approve. 


Mr. Jones. Without objection, the statements of the following will 
be made a part of the record. William E. Marbaker, vice pr esident of 
the Missouri Ilinois-Material Company of St. Louis, Mo.; this state- 
ment being in opposition to recommendation 8. Also the statement of 
Karl G. Baertl, assistant vice president Continental Grain Co., St. 
Louis, Mo., in opposition to recommendation 8, will be made a part of 
the record. Also the statement of Charles J. LaMothe, St. Louis, presi- 
dent of Waterways Terminals Corp. Is that a publicly owned or 
privately owned organization ? 

Mr. LaMorue. It is a privately owned corporation. However, the 
facilities that we operate are owned by municipalities up and down the 
river. 

Mr. Jones Without objection, the statement will be made a part of 
the record. 

(The statements are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF W. BE. MARBAKER, VICE PRESIDENT, MISSOURI-ILLINOIS MATERIAL Co., 
Sr. Louis, Mo. 


My name is William E. Marbaker. I am vice president of the Missouri-Ilinois 
Material Company of St. Louis, Mo. We are producers of Mississippi River sand 
which we distribute through dealers in the St. Louis and East St. Louis area, to 
the construction industry. We also furnish sand directly to highway contractors 
in Illinois and Missouri. In these operations we employ approximately 50 people. 
Our company is, I believe, typical of the industry, which although of considerable 
size nationally, is made up, primarily of small businesses, local in character, and 
of a highly competitive nature. 

The free use of the waterways is the cornerstone of our river sand business. 
On this basis, a competitive relationship has developed between river sand 
production and pit or inland sand deposit production, which takes into con- 
sideration, in this area, the relative merits of the two types of sand. Historically, 
river sand has been a cheaper, less highly valued product. The imposition of user 
tolls, however they might be applied to our industry, would destroy this balance, 
and would inevitably result in a decline in the market for river sand. Since our 
industry is highly competitive and is dependent on high volume production for 
profitable operation, the loss of any volume assumes serious proportions. It is my 
considered opinion that the imposition of such tolls as are being discussed here 
would be destructive to our industry without providing any compensatory benefit 
to the community. 
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STATEMENT OF KARL G. BAERTL, ASSISTANT VICE PRESIDENT, CONTINENTAL GRAIN 
Co., St. Louts, Mo. 


My name is Karl G. Baertl. I am located at St. Louis, Mo. I am assistant 
vice president of Continental Grain Co., and have been associated with this 
company at various locations since 1927. The Continental Grain Co. operates 
approximately 60 million bushels of grain-storage facilities in various parts of 
the country, 20 million bushels of which are located on or adjacent to available 
inland water transportation. We operate four port elevators located at Boston, 
Mass. ; Norfolk, Va. ; Galveston, Tex. ; and Portland, Oreg. 

While St. Louis in former years was principally a rail-grain distribution 
center, the continued improvement of the inland waterways made grain avyail- 
able at destination territory, principally the Southeast, at lower prices than 
could be delivered by rail. As a result territory that could be reached by rail 
from St. Louis gradually shrunk in size as additional loading facilities were 
built on the Illinois, Missouri, and Mississippi Rivers. In fact, St. Louis has 
only been able to maintain its position as a major grain market by virtue of 
its river facilities. All recent additions to our elevator capacities have, as a 
consequence, been built accessible to water transportation. 

We are principally exporters of grain and the traffic moving by inland water- 
ways handled by the St. Louis office during the past year amounted to some 16 
million bushels, or, converted into tons, 464,000 tons. This grain originates in 
the Midwest, in territory tributary to the Mississippi, Missouri, and Illinois 
Rivers, and due to the improvement in highways as well as truck transportation 
these river loading facilities have been able to draw grain from increasing dis- 
tances until now they draw from distances as high as 100 to 150 miles from 
the river. The economy of water transportation makes it possible for us to 
pay a higher price level by several cents a bushel at the river than that prevail- 
ing at sections which are entirely landlocked and have to depend on a different 
mode of transportation to reach their markets. The producer, therefore, and he 
represents a considerable portion of the farm population, has been directly bene- 
fited by the existence of accessible low-cost water transportation. 

Our business is largely a volume operation and competition keen, as a result, 
unit margin of profit is exceedingly small, often less than a cent a bushel, equal 
to about 33 cents a ton. Any tollage or user charges, as is here proposed, of 
necessity add to the cost of transportation and would have to be reflected in 
the price paid to the farmer, as we are unable to absorb it. 

The economies as afforded by low-cost water transportation have, by no means, 
been exhausted as barge equipment has, up to this time, not been equal to the 
demand and much more grain, to the advantage to the producer, could have 
moved and can move via inland waterways had barge equipment been available. 
We feel that inland waterways operators, common carriers, as well as bulk 
exempt operators, need encouragement to build additional equipment and that 
the proposed charges, as yet of unknown magnitude, will act as a restraint to 
any further expansion. The grain industry will be hesitant in constructing addi- 
tional river facilities for fear that present economies of water transportation 
may be lost. 

As you probably know, this country has raised enormous crops of wheat, 
corn, soybeans, grain sorghums, and has accumulated huge surpluses of these 
grains during the past few years, considerably in excess of this country’s ability 
to consume in the foreseeable future. These surpluses, acting as a depressant 
on the market, must find an outlet for export. In order for this grain to find a 
market in foreign countries it must be sold at the prevailing world market 
price, which is considerably less than our domestic price level. Our Govern- 
ment, in order to make the sale to foreign countries possible, is bridging this 
gap in the form of subsidies, which amount to as much as one-fourth million 
dollars per cargo. To increase the cost of transportation to the export loading 
ports would only result in the Government having to increase its subsidy in order 
to meet the world price. This certainly would not constitute an advantage 
to the taxpayer. In addition, since the producer located near the coast would 
have no tax or user charge to pay, would not the farmer in the Midwest feel 
that he is being discriminated against? 

The Department of Agriculture is trying to assist the farmer by developing 
improved varieties of seed, encouraging the use of fertilizer and better farming 
practices to reduce his cost of production. The barge operator helps by im- 
proved design of equipment to lower or at least maintain the cost of trans- 
portation. The imposition of the proposed user charges would nullify all these 
efforts and work to the detriment of a large part of our farm population. 
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As a concluding thought, let us bear in mind that the per capita consumption 
of flour has declined from 157 pounds in 1939 to 120 pounds in 1954, that the 
farmer’s share in the consumer’s food dollar has been steadily diminishing, and 
the imposition of user charges, as is here proposed, would only accelerate this 
trend. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES J. LAMOTHE, PRESIDENT, WATERWAYS TERMINALS CORP., 
Sr. Louis, Mo. 


Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Griffith, gentlemen, my name is Charles J. LaMothe. I 
am president of Waterways Terminals Corp. Our company and affiliated com- 
panies operate waterside freight terminals in New Orleans, St. Louis, Kansas 
City, Memphis, St. Paul, Minneapolis, Granite City, [ll., and Chicago. I desire 
to present a statement opposing tolls on river navigation. 

The function of our terminals is to transfer freight between barges on the 
water, and trucks or railroad cars on the shore. We operate public terminals— 
that is, terminals whose facilities are available to any shipper, and any 
carrier. 

As you gentlemen know, some shippers have their own loading and unloading 
facilities right on the riverbank; but by far the largest number of them are 
located inland, across the city or across the State from a navigable river. Our 
terminals serve these inland shippers—some as far as 300 miles from the nearest 
river port. 

Taken together, our terminals represent a capital investment of about $1,500,000. 
The terminal facilities, with the exception of Chicago, are owned by the munic- 
ipalities where located. These municipalities have millions of dollars invested 
in these facilities. Two facilities have been constructed in the past 2 years rep- 
resenting an investment in excess of $3 million. This investment was made by 
these municipalities to provide facilities for the handling of low-cost waterborne 
freight for industries located in the municipality and to attract other industries. 
Rental is based on a tonnage basis with a low minimum. Therefore, each 
municipality would be harmed financially with a reduction of tonnage. 

Our terminals provide year-round employment for about 300 men and women, 
plus about 80 more from March to November, when the Missouri and upper 
Mississippi Rivers are open for navigation. 

Obviously, the charges we make for transferring freight between barge and 
shore have a direct relationship to the volume that passes across our docks. The 
more freight we handle, the more broadly we can spread our fixed overhead and 
other operating costs. 

If tolls should be imposed, the volume of freight moving across our docks 
would inevitably diminish. That would force us to raise our handling charges 
progressively—the less freight handled, the more we’d have to charge for han- 
dling each ton. Before very long, we would have been forced to price ourselves 
right out of business. That would be too bad for us—but that’s not the point 
I want to make. 

We serve upward of 1,000 shippers of all kinds who use water transportation 
in their various businesses. I suppose the great majority of them, if not all of 
them, would still be in business if the imposition of tolls on the waterways forced 
barge rates and terminal charges up to the level of land freight rates. 

But, if the freight costs of these shippers went up appreciably, so too would 
their overall production costs. Their profit margins would shrink, and so would 
the size of the marketing areas where they could successfully compete. Even 
though they would still be in business, they would necessarily be operating on a 
smaller scale than before—and in consequence they would distribute less profits, 
pay less in taxes, provide less work and smaller payrolls for their employees. 

Add to these shippers all the other industries and business enterprises, the 
public utilities and the farmer cooperatives who use barge transportation—and 
it becomes apparent that the imposition of tolls on our rivers would affect thou- 
sands of businesses and hundreds of thousands of American working men and 
women. 

To the uninformed, tolls on the river might appear to be a simple, straight 
proposition that would give the Government additional income without hurting 
anybody but a few people who actually work in the towboat industry. 

The fact is that it would have a very serious and widespread effect on a broad 
segment of the American economy—in time, on the entire American economy— 
and would thus diminish, not increase, Government income. 
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Gentlemen, I urge you not only to reject this present proposal—but to go on 
record in the strongest possible terms against any and all future attempts to 
throw the economy of this country off balance by the imposition of tolls or user 
charges on the inland rivers and waterways of the United States. 


Mr. Jones. Will youstate your name, please. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE WILEY, PRESCOTT CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, PRESCOTT, ARK. 


Mr. Wier. I do not have a prepared statement. I am George 
Wiley with the Prescott Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Jones. Prescott, Ill. ? 

Mr. Witey. Arkansas. 

Mr. Jonrs. You are not too far from home. 

Mr. Wirry. I am for recommendation 8. 

Mr. Jones. You are for recommendation 8 ¢ 

Mr. Winery. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Would you like to elaborate a little bit ? 

Mr. Wirery. If I can. 

Mr. Jones. We want to give you time. We are not going to cut 
you off. 

Mr. Aparr. I hope you will give the opposition a little unprepared 
time, for those opposed to tolls, if you are going to give this gentleman 
a little unprepared time. 

Mr. Jones. You mean in opposition to it ? 

Mr. Aparr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Of course, we have afforded a lot of time to the opposi- 
tion to section 8, so I am going to give him the time because we have 
been taking testimony here about half the day on it in opposition. 
Therefore, as a matter of right and equity, the Chair rules you are 
entitled to proceed. 

Mr. Wirey. As Mr. Caldwell stated before, I am a black sheep in 
this family. 

Mr. Jones. I don’t know. It looks like you are the red sheep in 
the family ? 

Mr. Witey. As I stated I am from Prescott, Ark., and I happen to 
be from one of those towns located on the river. As Governor McMath 
stated we are losing population all the time and this is one thing where 
we have river transportation competing with us in other towns for 
industry, whereas we are serviced by two railroads. However, we do 
not have the low freight rate that they would get. In one particular 
instance in our own county we have lost industry through a fire, and 
they located in another location where they can enjoy these low freight 
rates by river navigation. 

I just personally think they should be able to pay their fair 
share of it. 

Mr. Jones. You think it is only right and equitable that the imme- 
diate beneficiaries who use the inland waterways ought to pay a toll 
commensurate with the cost of maintenance and operation of the 
project ? 

Mr. Writer. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Are you of the opinion that the cost of the capital im- 
provements should be paid of the toll, or just the operation and 
maintenance ? 

70818—56—pt. 108 
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Mr. Wirxy. Just operation and maintenance. 

Mr. Jones. As recommended by the Hoover Commission in recom- 
mendation No. 8? 

Mr. Witey. That is right. 

Mr. Jonrs. Did you have any other section of the report you wanted 
to speak on ¢ 

Mr. Wirery. No. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. Is there anyone else ? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. ADAIR, PRESIDENT, EXCHANGE 
NATIONAL BANK, ATCHISON, KANS. 


Mr. Apatr. On that point I have a prepared statement of a repre- 
sentative of the Kansas Water Resources Board which I brought 
with me. 

Mr. Jones. Will you identify yourself? 

Mr. Apvarr. My name is John A. Adair. I am president of the Ex- 
change National Bank of Atchison, Kans. I am here as a private 
individual. I also am a director of the Mississippi Valley Association 
and on the executive council of the Kansas State Chamber of Com- 
merce Water Resources Council. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Adair, they tell me you are from Alabama. 

Mr. Anatr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. We will just have to testify here overnight, won’t we? 

Mr. Apatr. Well, I do not want to take unfair advantage of our 
mutuality of interests. 

Mr. Jones. What part of Alabama do you come from? 

Mr. Apair. My people are Virginians but I was raised in Mobile. 

Mr. Jones. Mobile ? 

Mr. Aparr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonzs. I live so far north of Mobile they call me a Yankee. 

Mr. Apair. In any event I would like to file with the Commission 
a letter adressed to me, but it was with the thought I would read it 
into the record, of Mr. Milton Cummings, of Effingham, Kans. He is 
one of the directors of the new—by recent legislation and enactment— 
Kansas Water Resources Board. He is a leader in soil-conservation 
activities also. I will read no more than one of his sentences here in 
connection with the user taxes. He says: 


A user tax is suggested which would probably add to freight rates. 


His other views about the Commission I hope the committee will 
be interested in. I would merely like to add this. 

The gentleman from the steel company said there was a substantial 
capital investment that might be destroyed by the imposition of user 
tolls. I would like to say in the agricultural States that comprise 
the Missouri River Basin there is an untold capital investment in dol- 
lars, and millions of people living there are actually dependent on 
the industrialization of the area for their future benefit and welfare. 
The failure to derive the benefits of water transportation, or permit- 
ting that area to derive the benefits, will go a long way toward post- 
poning a solution of the farmer’s problem and that area’s problem, 
and we will have a serious economic condition resulting there. 

Congressman Jones, cotton presents a major problem to the South. 
Wheat presents a major problem to our area. Your area is beginning 
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to diversify and I have some figures in a speech I made before the In- 
teragency Commission which point to the growing importance to the 
economics of this area and the South. These are beef cattle figures 
for the States listed from 1945 to 1955: 

Florida, 927,000 in 1945, and 1.876,000 in 1955; Arkansas, 478,000 
in 1945, and 822,000 in 1955; Louisiana, 971,000 in 1945, and 1,231,000 
in 1955; Mississippi, 768,000 in 1945 and 1,128,000 in 1955; Alabama, 
540,000 in 1945, and 1,049,000 in 1955. 

Now broilers: Florida, 5,750,000 in 1945, and 11,736,000 in 1955; 
Georgia, 29,520,000 in 1945 and 154,471,000 in 1955. 

Another thing I want to point out to you is that the Hoover Com- 
mission completely failed to refer to the importance of the movement 
of grain. I say also I am delighted to have the opportunity to study 
this report and I would like to point out that there is reference here 
to the fact that— 

The traffic today is mainly by industries located on or near these improved 


streams which enjoy the benefits of the Federal expenditures for improvements 
and maintenance, and the public has but a secondary service. 


That is not true. I would like to leave you a copy of a speech I gave 
before the Interagency Committee on the importance to the farmer of 
navigation on the inland waterways. 

Mr. Jones. Without objection your speech and the letter of Mr. 
Cummings will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. ADAIR, PRESIDENT, EXCHANGE NATIONAL BANK, 
ATCHISON, KANS. 


IMPORTANCE TO THE FARMER OF NAVIGATION ON THE INLAND WATERWAYS 


Hightieth meeting of the Missouri Basin Inter-Agency Committee, Hotel President, 
Kansas City, Mo., April 21, 1955 


The farmer’s income and the future of agriculture in the Missouri River Basin 
is tied importantly to navigation on the Missouri River. Navigation will yield 
large profits to the farmer and agriculture in a number of ways, both directly 
and indirectly. 


Direct profits to agriculture 


Grain is a commodity which lends itself to analysis of the direct benefits te 
other than the actual users of inland waterways. The farmer usually receives 
the market price for his grain less selling and transportation expenses required 
to bring the grain to the point where the market price exists; therefore, any 
savings in these costs results in a higher income for the farmer. Farmers whose 
grain is shipped by barge have received up to 8 cents more per bushel for their 
product. Conservative minimum estimates of the premium made available by 
cheap water transportation are 2 to 3 per bushel, or $1.50 per ton. This figure 
may seem low compared with estimates made by others, and many wide compari- 
sons of rates on a port-to-port basis are frequently quoted to illustrate the ad- 
vantages of waterway charges over rail shipments. Although such comparisons 
are dramatic, they cannot be considered representative of overall savings result- 
ing from waterborne grain shipments which often involve rail or truck hauls on 
one or both ends of the barge movement and result in transfer or handling charges. 
Furthermore, there is a considerable variation in the amounts of water trans- 
portation savings on grain in connection with the various movements in which 
water shipment is involved. This variation in the magnitude of savings is due 
to varying levels of rail rates. The relatively low export rate to New Orleans 
is a prime example. 

Another important determining factor is the relative length of haul by water- 
way in terms of the overall distance of the entire movement, including inland 
access to the water origin and movement beyond the water terminus to the ulti- 
mate inland destination. 
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How large is this saving in the aggregate? 


In 1953 approximately 3,750,000 tons of grain were moved on the Mississippi 
and its tributaries. At an average saving of $1.50 per ton, the dividend to the 
farmer of increased prices would exceed $5,600,000. As related to the farmer’s 
aggregate realized net income of $12 billion (as estimated by the Department 
of Agriculture) this amounts to about fifty-five one-hundredths of 1 percent. Allo- 
cated to the realized net income of the grain farmer, its significance is the 
greater. The savings would appear even larger if compared to the aggregate 
of patronge refunds distributed by grain marketing cooperatives to their mem- 
bers, or, for that matter, the annual net profits of our major private grain 
merchants. 

Perhaps it is well to consider the fundamentals underlying this low-cost 
efficient service and the record of growth of this industry. The principal water- 
ways of the Nation flow through the heart of the Corn Belt and also serve the 
wheat and other grain-producing areas. Leading grain marketing centers are 
located on these ports where grain can be easily loaded and unloaded from 
barges. From these centers in the States of Minnesota, South Dakota, Nebraska, 
Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Illinois, Ohio, and Kentucky shippers are able to ship 
their grain to foreign and domestic markets. 

Costs of transportation of grain by waterway have always been considerably 
lower than costs of movement by railroad. After World War II, operating 
costs of barge lines increased substantially but not as much as those of the 
railroads. These increased costs were reflected in rate increases approved by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, which has authorized both railroad and 
water carriers to raise rates by an average of 75 percent over levels existing 
at the end of World War II. Although rail rates on grain have actually in- 
ereased about 70 percent during this period, barge rates were not raised as 
much. Therefore, the difference between rail and water transportation charges 
has widened, and grain shippers have been seeking the cheaper means of 
transportation where possible. 

Grain being a fungible, bulk commodity is adaptable to automatic loading and 
unloading facilities and, therefore, lends itself ideally to movement by barge. 
Any addition time which may be involved in transit is often an advantage rather 
than a disadvantage because grain marketing methods require storage for con- 
siderable periods. Mainly because of these conditions grain traffic on the inland 
waterways has been growing rapidly in recent years. 

Let’s look at the tonnage of grain transported on inland waterways in 1953 
(in short tons) : 


BI acs ees eg ite eaten ee ee atch age Ne hai ac rip ick ca ins ee 2, 235, 000 
Whee k,n neem enarew sane ce nse cenniwe mamnon sees Soi mea pwmsibingnia 715, 000 
IE dere ceepeteaticn watteciqtensn entity nrpsktanibg fede ition Aipiagtep deed tidvarkihoaidanit 252, 000 
Barley and rye.___-_.__._ emai pation mbar eases ans en ociorag nro ne neat ee oe le () 

DRE cancnenqscaneie nto an bsceantortoithaglen dhebutenantctoekiodeippigeltiaiacsaecipiagbaiipliis 507, 000 
PUR t 8: ORI ITB n esi h ee tiie dine aoe () 

ia ea cae cae ete teenie ete ne eee ee oa 40, 000 


1 Not available. 
There may be wide variation from year to year, depending upon our pro- 
duction, Federal price supports, storage, and export policies. For example, 


1,549,000 tons of wheat moved in 1951, as compared to 715,000 in 1953. In that 
year there was an abnormally heavy movement to the port of New Orleans for 


export. 
The growth of grain barging business by areas is apparent from the following : 
Upper Mississippi River : Tons 
MOR oo eens Bobi gos ed jos aide ss, 52, 000 
ini thi hi tinct linaihip blithe it inant ld laiaa enisisiial als 109, 000 
UD Pitta eh a a ees ee casinds 3ondttenel 1, 358, 000 


2 Reflects abnormal movement of corn (943,000). 
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Another series of revealing statistics are the receipts and shipments of grain 
at St. Louis by water: 


[In tons] 


Receipts | Shipments 





| 158, 000 
| 418, 000 
0 | 23, 000 
| 





Receipts of grain at Memphis by water in 1946, 1949, and 1953 were 12,000, 
114,000, and 455,000. And receipts at New Orleans were 1946, 178,000; 1949, 
802,000; and 1953, 855,000. 

Movement of corn and wheat at Chicago on the Illinois Waterways was as 
follows: 


| 
Upbound a Downbound 


508, 000 64, 000 
re 1, 159, 000 189, 000 
Sas in w edb ate ets SRS. mien Jace ; 2 940, 000 850, 000 





The natural low cost advantage enjoyed by barge lines has caused them to re- 
ceive an increased share of the total of the business. Lake tankers have in- 
creased their share of the business while trucks have maintained a consistent 
relative position. As expected, the railroads have obtained a diminishing pro- 
portion. This is best evidenced by figures showing percent of total receipts of 
grain at Chicago: 











Herewith are some typical comparative rates that are by way of explanation: 


| Rail 


bu aoe ee 


Barge 





| 
cents | cents 
Havana, Ill. to Chicago (per bushel) -_. ie odin Le! 13% 
Havana, Il. to New Orleans (per bushel) a Sage bine 9 | 1846 


Lastly, here’s the picture of the Missouri River grain rates: 





‘ Cc vents Cents 
Omaha to Chicago (per ton) , . 6 5. 64 
Omaha to St. Louis (per ton) ou 2. 2! 5. 06 
Kansas City to New Orleans (per ton) 5 sikasdad Seca 3. 08 9. 00 


] 
Barge | Rail 





With an improved channel and expansion of transportation and terminal 
facilities, an increasing volume of grain will move by water from the Missouri 
River Basin. The farmer will derive an increase in income thereby, particularly 
as water terminal and transportation facilities increase and become more 
competitive. 
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Missouri River tonnage and outlook 

Although the velume of grain shipped on the Missouri River in 1951 was only 
about 45,000 tons, and 40,000 tons in 1953, 84,000 tons in 1954, consideration 
should be given to the important potential for grain traffic which exists on this 
river which serves the States of the Missouri Basin in which agriculture is the 
paramount source of wealth and farming consequently the principal business, 

The basin includes the States of Nebraska, Montana, North and South Dakota, 
Wyoming, about half of Kansas and Missouri, and smaller parts of Minnesota, 
Iowa, and Colorado. The importance of grain production in this region is such 
that it has become commonly known as the Nation’s breadbasket, since it nor- 
mally produces about one-third of the country’s wheat and nearly one-half of its 
rye—the major food grains of the United States. The basin’s share of the feed 
grain is somewhat smaller, about one-quarter of the Nation’s corn, about one- 
third of its barley, one-quarter of its oats, and about one-sixth of its grain 
sorghum. I have been able to obtain some figures on shipments from the area, 
but no later than for 1951. 

Shipments of about 7 million tons of wheat originated in the basin States in 
1951. Much of this wheat was milled in the area and shipped out as flour and 
millfeeds. Principal destinations were cities on the gulf coast for export, 
Chicago, New York, and points in Oklahoma and Texas for storage or milling. 
Approximately 5 million tons of corn originated in these States in that year of 
which about one-half were shipped within the basin area. The most important 
destinations outside of the region were the gulf ports, Chicago, and Western 
States. 

It has been estimated (2 years ago—perhaps the estimates are now greater) 
that about 800,000 tons of wheat would be shipped by barge on the Missouri 
River by 1970. This is about one-quarter of the recent tonnage now shipped 
through the Omaha and Kansas City markets and about three times the tonnage 
moving down the Mississippi River. The expected volume of corn moving by 
barge on the Missouri River has been estimated to be 250,000 tons. 

It is clear that grain traffic on this waterway will have a sizable growth in 
volume and relative importance as improved navigation developments are com- 
pleted by the Corps of Engineers and as waterway handling facilities become 
established along the river, as inevitably they will. 


Present grain-handling capacity 

The small volume of grain barged on the Missouri River to date has been 
handled primarily by the firm of Hart-Bartlett-Sturtevant, which has a lease on 6 
million bushels of capacity in Kansas City, Kans., constructed in 1938, and owns 
a 50,000-bushel waterside house at Nebraska City, Nebr. The only other eleva- 
tors, each built in 1938, are the 300,000-bushel elevator at Glasgow and the 
50,000-bushel house at Alma, both owned by farmer’s cooperatives. 

With the assurance of a 7-foot channel from here on out, the expansion of tow- 
ing equipment by both Sioux City & New Orleans and Federal and an easing of 
the barge situation with both of these companies, construction of waterside grain 
storage is assured. Farmer’s Union Jobbing Cooperative of Kansas City, with a 
3-million-bushel house, will load out grain to barges for the first time this year. 
Facilities are going in at three new points. Dannen Mills has under construction 
1,140,000-bushel storage in St. Joseph. Cargill is completing a large waterside 
truck dump in Kansas City and a riverside grain transfer facility is being 
installed at Lexington, Mo., by the Lafayette Elevator Co. 

There is a growing market for the basin’s increased production of feed grains 
in place of food grains. 

In my opinion, the basin States cannot continue to produce their present volume 
of wheat and expect to have it purchased at food grain prices. That is, unless 
we have a war or enter into a period of international mutual confidence, which 
seems quite unlikely. The market for the surplus grain production not fed to 
livestock in the area appears to be in the South and Southeast. I invite your 
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attention to the expanded poultry, dairy, and meat production that has grown 
up there: 





Dairy cattle Broilers 


1945 1955 | 195 | 1955 | 1945 
VEThery leciuten waar i ( vedi, | 
232, 000 303,000 | 927,000 | 1,376,000 | 5,750,000 | 11, 736, 000 
478, 000 | Ge Oe ts 


} 971,000 | 1, 231, 000 } 
Mississippi Scsanksc katee ea 768, 000 1, 128, 000 va 
Alabama. E ‘ sail 540,000 | 1,049, 000 | | 
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I. INCREASES FARM INCOME DIRECTLY 


Inland waterways navigation will increase the farmer’s net income directly 
by reducing his costs of doing business. To appreciate the full importance of 
lower transportation costs to the farmer in the Missouri River Basin we must 
view the 20th century farmer in the proper perspective as an operator of a 
business representing a substantial investment in machinery and equipment 
imported from manufacturing centers. This equipment consumes a large quantity 
of petroleum products. His farm is electrified. The operation involves the 
use of the usual farm appliances. Necessarily, the farmer is a good customer 
of the local REA or private utility. A goodly and increasing amount of the 
farmer’s income is spent for fertilizers which are shipped in. The typical 
Missouri Basin farmer raises considerable livestock, which consumes an in- 
creasing volume of imported supplements, such as molasses. His farm has a 
substantial investment in fencing, stock tanks, and other steel items. A com- 
parison of the principal machines on farms in this country in 1940 as compared 
to 1954 is proof that farming is an industry and that freight enters importantly 
into many things that the farmer buys. In 1953, there were 4,600,000 automobiles 
on farms. Trucks had increased from 1 million to 2,700,000. Milking machines 
from 175,000 to 730,000. Combines from 190,000 to 950,000. Mechanical corn 
pickers from 110,000 to 164,000. 

During this period (1940 to 1954) the farm population declined from slightly 
over 30 million to 22 million. The percentage of farms electrified in the United 
States increased from 30 percent in 1940 to 90 percent in 1954. In the Missouri 
River Basin it would appear that well over 90 percent of the farm homes have 
been electrified. 

Measured in terms of the Department of Agriculture’s farm input units, the 
farmer reduced his man-hours 17 percent and increased his input of power and 
machinery 76 percent, his fertilizer 230 percent, and his electricity 730 percent. 
The farmer is more dependent on services and materials from nonfarm sources— 
such things as machinery, gas and oil, fertilizer, building and fence materials, 
telephones, and electricity. Consequently, any reduction in the cost of transpor- 
tation of purchased items tends to increase the farmer’s net profit. In view of 
this consideration, the importance to the farmer in savings derived from water 
transportation is apparent in a number of items. 

First, let us take a look at petroleum products, which account for the 
largest tonnage on inland waterways—approximately 38 million tons in 1953, 
on the gulf coast and the Mississippi River system aione. Rather than calculate 
the aggregate saving involved by estimating the average price differential which 
prevails on that portion of petroleum products which are consumed by the rural 
population (a figure perhaps in the hundreds of millions of dollars), I will 
read instead a letter from Mr. ©. H. Becker, general manager of Illinois Farm 
Supply Co., Chicago. This farmer’s cooperative is a major entity of the several 
corporations of the Illinois Farm Bureau: 

“With regard to your inquiry as to the effect water transportation has in 
connection with the distribution of farm supplies and the role that it plays in 
serving our refinery, we refine about 20 percent of our total market. The rest 
represents material which we purchase from refiners and move through various 
means to our member organizations. We have three marine terminals. We 
operate two towboats with their integrated tows. This service has played a 
vital role in the development of our petroleum business, and a substantial part 
of the total petroleum going to farmers in Illinois comes into the State via the 
Ohio, Mississippi, and Illinois Rivers. 
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“Access to the great refining markets on the gulf coast unquestionably helps 
to make prices of petroleum products lower for the [Illinois farmers. It has had 
its competitive effect upon local refiners and pipeline-terminal points. It has 
enabled independent organizations without direct access to pipeline facilities, 
to be competive or more nearly competitive. In our opinion, it has added to 
the dynamics of the petroleum industry and the Midwest area. There are very 
strong possibilities that the inland waterways may play an important role in the 
rapidly growing chemical fertilizer business. Already huge quantities of sulfur 
are being transported, and it appears possible that some forms of nitrogen will 
move into this area via the natural waterways, thereby adding a competitive 
factor.” 

At this writing, the only movement of petroleum products on the Missouri 
River has involved aviation gasoline in the vicinity of Kansas City. Although 
there is no likelihood of the development of petroleum or products tonnage on 
the Missouri River in the very near future the development of the Williston 
Basin and other changes in marketing of petroleum products will bring some 
tonnage into being (particularly on the upper reaches) and will probably bring 
cost savings to the farmer and to the entire area. 


Molasses 


At the present time, prepared dairy and beef cattle feed represents between 
12 percent and 44 percent molasses by weight. That means between 250 and 880 
pounds per ton. In Atchison, Kans., the cost of molasses laid down by rail is 
$30.56. Feed with a 12 percent molasses mix which sells for $70 a ton would 
represent a molasses cost of $3.75 or approximately 5 percent of total value. 
High-content molasses feed of a 40 percent mix would contain $12 worth of 
molasses. Since these feeds sell for $64 a ton, the molasses constitutes nearly 
20 percent of the total value of the feed. The rail freight costs from New Orleans 
to Atchison runs $13.03 per ton, or 44 percent of the laid-down cost. The barge 
rate from New Orleans to Atchison is approximately half the rail rate, assuming 
no transit privilege. 

When competition has its effect, as it inevitably will, water navigation will 
reduce from 2% to 10 pereent the prepared feed cost of the dairy or fat cattle 
feeder located near molasses terminal points. 


Fertilizer 

There is a new movement which will take place before long of superphosphate 
fertilizers from Tampa, Fla., to Kansas City and Omaha. Tonnage already 
moves from Tampa to St. Louis. There is a saving in excess of $3 per ton 
to all 3 points. This amounts to approximately a 20 percent reduction in the 
cost of rail transportation, which will be attained for basin farmers by Missouri 
River navigation. 


Electric utility rates 


I will do no more than comment upon the fact that the New Kansas City 
Electric plant is set up to take barge deliveries of coal. Considering the fact that 
natural gas and oil reserves are relatively small (and the price thereof higher 
every year) in comparison to reserves of coal in the Mississippi and Missouri 
River Basins, the time will come when the farmer’s, and for that matter the 
entire region’s, cost of electricity may enjoy important cost advantages because 
of navigation on the Missouri. For those who desire to look even further into 
the future, it is well to observe that atomic-energy plants are located adjacent to 
rivers. I, myself, would not overlook the importance of our lignite reserves 
in the Dakotas. 


Iron and steel products 


The movement of iron and steel upstream on the Missouri River is one of the 
most promising sources of profit to the farmer. The rates from Chicago to 
Omaha is $5.25 per ton by water, as compared to $15.87 by rail. The rates from 
Pittsburgh to Omaha for barge loads as opposed to carloads is $7.66 to $22.08. 
An allowance for additional handling charges does not remove the obvious 
saving which is available to shippers using waterways as compared to rail. 
This advantage will work itself into the price structure in a competitive period 
such as has prevailed in recent months. The above quoted rates are those of 
Sioux City and New Orleans Barge Co. 

It is interesting to note also that even on LCL shipments, Federal Barge Line 
makes available a good saving on the movement of farm implements from Min- 
neapolis to Kansas City. On 12-ton shipments, the net rate is $20 per ton by 
barge as compared to $23 per ton by rail. 
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II, INCREASES FARM INCOME INDIRECTLY 


Now, let us take up indirect savings to agriculture brought about by water 
navigation. 

Estimates of savings on actual tonnage transported by water do not reflect 
the full economy of the waterways because the latter are prevented from obtain- 
ing the full amount of traffic justified by transportation-cost differences. Thus, 
we have the tendency on the part of the railroads to charge lower rates for 
freight shipments which are competitive with water movements than they do 
where waterway competition is nonexistent. As an example of this, let me quote 
from a letter from Mr. Paul Mills, official of Producers Grain Corp., Amarillo, 
Tex., as follows: 

“Of course there can be no doubt of the importance that early water trans- 
portation played in the distribution of farm products, especially grains. This, 
naturally, was also an important factor to the producer, or farmer, for having 
adequate means for disposing of his crops was an encouragement equaled by 
no other economic factor. We can see, then, that the early and continued devel- 
opment of water transportation has meant much to our farmers. 

“What are the facts today, in the light of present economic conditions, which 
directly affect the farmer: Where water transportation is available immediately 
adjacent to farm-production areas, the value of such facilities still remains a 
source of tremendous benefits to such farmers. However, what is the situation 
of the farmers who are not located where there is adequate water transportation 
available to them? 

“As a student of transportation economics, I cannot escape the theory that 
farmers located in areas where cheap water transportation is not available 
must bear the burden for the farmers who are geographically so located. 

“The rail carriers must maintain higher levels of rates in areas where they 
are not faced with severe water competition in order to offset the compensation 
they receive in the competitive area as a result of water-compelled reduced 
rates. A good example of this is the wheat rate from Kansas City, Mo., to 
Galveston, Tex., a water-compelled rate, of 3414 cents per hundredweight. The 
rate from Amarillo, Tex., to the same Galveston, Tex., is 52% cents per hundred- 
weight.” 

The adoption of these depressed rates by the railroads has been widespread, 
but the aggregate amount of such reductions and the volume of traffic affected 
is not known. These water-compelled rate reductions have been applied ever 
since the early days of railroad development on numerous commodities in all 
parts of the country where water competition has been found. A calculation of 
water-compelled rate reductions put into effect in recent years suggests that 
normal rates have been depressed in excess of 50 percent. These reductions 
have applied to a wide variety of commodities including aluminum, paper, salt, 
soap, chemicals, sulfur, phosphate, rock, coal, manganese, and molasses. An 
application for a reduction on molasses from the gulf ports to Missouri River 
points is now pending. The reduction applied for exceeds 20 percent. An effort 
to reduce rates on oil field pipe and casing from eastern points, in the mid- 
continent and Texas fields, is also in the making. As all of you undoubtedly 
know, a water movement of these vital large tonnage items from Pittsburgh and 
Chicago to Kansas City, coupled with truck service from Kansas City to the 
oil fields has broken the pipe trade’s price and freight structure. The net result 
will be new lower rail rates, but fortunately Kansas City has gained several 
new distribution companies in the process. 


III. INDUSTRIALIZATION OF THE AREA WILL PROVIDE SOURCE OF JOBS FOR THE 
FARMER IN THE FUTURE 


All of the States in the Missouri River Basin are continuing to experience 
a decline in farm population. The total population of the States of Nebraska 
and Kansas (and to a lesser extent Missouri), and perhaps other States in the 
basin, have not kept pace with the national averages. For example, the popu- 
lation of Kansas was 1,770,000 in 1920; in 1950, only 1,900,000. The decline in 
rural population was over 20 percent from 1,150,000 to approximately 900,000 
in 1950. Nebraska’s population in 1920 was 1,296,000 as compared to only 1,326,- 
000 at the end of 1950. Its rural population had declined 173,000 or approxi- 
mately 20 percent. 

The future welfare of these States will be seriously impaired unless the popu- 
lation and wealth of the areas becomes less dependent on the surplus com- 
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modity (wheat) and more reliant upon industry and trade. If we fail to capi- 
talize on the natural economic advantages made available to us with the coming 
of navigation on the Missouri River, we stand to lose one of our greatest re- 
sources—our capable native farm labor supply. 

Should we in these two States not expand our private commercial and indus- 
trial plant and thereby increase our public wealth, State and municipal revenues, 
the essential public services of good roads, educational systems, and other serv- 
ices will suffer. Should, for example, the States on both sides of the river fail 
to attract their share of industry, each will suffer. Kansas, in my opinion, 
appears particularly vulnerable because of the tendency for industry for several 
reasons to gravitate to the Missouri side. 

I am certain that the bulk of the individual farmers in Missouri, Iowa, Kansas, 
and Nebraska do not appreciate the importance to them of the river and navi- 
gation. And I am certain that some of his leaders, you representatives of the 
several Government agencies, and his servants, the elected representatives in 
the State house and in Washington are not mindful of the fundamental impor- 
tance of water transportation. The people who are really in on the secret, and 
I can prove this, are the railroads. 


FARMERS & MERCHANTS STATE BANK, 
Effingham, Kans., November 26, 1955. 
Mr. JoHN ADAIR, 
President, Exchange National Bank, 
Atchison, Kans. 


Dear JOHN: I regret I cannot accompany you to the St. Louis hearings on the 
Hoover Commission reports to the Congress. Jury service in Kansas City pre- 
cludes my attendance at these hearings, 

Having read the 2 Commission reports on water resources and power and a 
considerable part of the 4 task force documents, I sense the significance of the 
hearings and their importance in the future economic development of the Missouri 
Basin. 

The Hoover Commission studies reflect much in the way of penetrating analysis 
of legislative and administrative adjustments needed to increase the effectiveness 
of governmental operations in the field of resource development. The studies 
constitute a large contribution to the growing body of thought about improved 
administrative management in the Federal establishment. 

The two basic recommendations have to do with strengthening the Administra- 
tive Management Division of the United States Bureau of the Budget and the 
creation of a National Water Resources Board. 

I wish to comment on one of the recommendations which I feel should be given 
further thought. 

I see the Pick-Sloan plan as a signal contribution to the industrial and agri- 
cultural development in the States constituting the Missouri Basin. Our 1965 
Kansas population projection is 13 percent over the present figure and is based 
on the dynamics of an expanding economy strengthened by the improved water 
uses made possible by the Missouri Basin resource development. The United 
States Department of Agriculture, the United States Bureau of Reclamation, 
the United States Army engineers, and the United States Geological Survey have 
played and continue to play a major role in this economic development. 

Kansas uses water industrially, municipally, agriculturally, for recreation and 
for transportation. 

The Missouri Basin development progress of the Federal Government is 
strengthening State and local efforts aimed at better water utilization in all these 
categories. 

Agriculturally we are at work on extensive watershed development which 
promises to extend land treatment and water control sorely needed in a rich but 
seriously eroding land area. 

Industrially we see Kansas responding to the stimulus provided by a controlled 
and abundant water supply. 

Municipally Kansas is moving effectively to increase the adequacy and purity 
of water needed for domestic use. We see no threat to the forward thrust of 
forces which will move us toward better industrial, agricultural, and municipal 
utilization of water in Kansas and the Hoover Commission studies have pin- 
pointed specific arrangements which will assist the States in fostering water 
resource development. 
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In the field of transportation I sense a possibility which might retard our 
industrial development. 

A user tax is suggested which would probably add to freight rates. 

The Missouri-Mississippi-Ohio waterway system ties together a vast inland 
empire with a water highway system in an area which is on the go with industrial 
development. 

This water highway system has had the same stimulus of public support which 
assisted the early development of American railroads. The public investment is 
distributed over the whole economy in consideration of the benefits which accrue 
to all the residents of the basin. A 17-percent land area in the Missouri Basin 
has only 5 percent of the total industry in the Nation and is now benefiting by this 
transportation stimulus. 

We would suggest careful consideration of any proposal to diminish this 
stimulus at this time. 

Sincerely, 


MILTON CUMMINGS, President. 
Mr. Apatr. The report of the Hoover Commission also says: 


Today the nature of traffic over the inland waterways has shifted to bulk 
traffic such as oil, coal, and ore. 

So far as the Missouri River is concerned the most important com- 
modities are steel and grain. I also point out that is important to the 
lower Mississippi River. There are figures on the tonnage which bear 
a direct relationship to the farmer. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Adair, I do not want to cut you off but we have 
our cars waiting and we ‘have to catch a plane. I am sorry. 

Mr. Aparr. Could I give you one other thing? Here is an associate 
of yours. Senator Sparkman noted in 1950 over one-quarter of the 
United States farms brought in $1,000. And Mr. Morse discussed the 
plight of these areas and urged that industry locate near the de- 
pressed areas to provide the farmers with part-time jobs. That is the 
solution to our economic situation in the States of Missouri, Kansas, 
Nebraska, and, as Mr. McMath told you this morning, parts of 
Arkansas, 

You cannot put these tolls on without doing us great harm. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Adair. I want to apologize 
to you for running out of time. 

Mr. Aparr. That is all right. 

Mr. Jonzs. Here is a letter I have from the Independent Gravel 
Producers, Mr. Earl C. Toutz. Without objection, the letter will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 

(The letter is as follows :) 


INDEPENDENT GRAVEL Co., 
Joplin, Mo., November 25, 1955. 
CHAIRMAN, 
Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power, 
New Federal Building, St. Louis, Mo. 

Dear Str: We wish to advise you that during the hearings that you are now 
conducting, we want to go on record as favoring the Hoover report recommenda- 
tions on waterways, and wish to register a protest against any changes that have 
been suggested. 

Yours very truly, 
Ear C. Toutz, 
President and General Manager. 


Mr. Jones. Let me express our appreciation for the courtesy and 
kindness of those who have appeared before us. We appreciate the 
time and effort you have spent in your presentation of material before 
the committee. To those of you who submitted prepared statements 
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let me assure you that they will be carefully reviewed by the mem- 
bers of the committee. Even though you did not have the opportunity 
to testify, they will be considered by the committee. 

I know the great industrial might and strength of this area de- 
pends on the orderly and prudent development of the water resources 
here. We shall carry back to the Congress your messages, both for and 
against the Hoover Commission recommendations. 

Thank you very much for your cordiality and kindness. It is always 
good to be in St. Louis. 

Mr. Paramore. Congressman, can I file some statements with you? 

Mr. Joners. Yes, sir, if you will come forward and identify them. 

Mr. Paramore. I have a statement from H. Roe Bartle, mayor of 
Kansas City, Mo. I have a statement from Robert Schermerhorn. I 
have a statement from former Mayor Hook, of Manhattan, Kans., who 
is vice president of our association. I have a letter from Mr. Gordon 
Barker, of the Neosho Cottonwood Flood Control Association in the 
Arkansas River Basin, who had to leave at 3:30 to catch a train. Also 
a statement from Lew Paramore, executive director of the Missouri- 
Arkansas Basins Flood Control and Conservation Association, and 
a letter from Mr. Terbovich, of the Kaw Valley Drainage District, of 
Wyandotte County, Kans. 

r. Jones. Without objection, those statements will be made a part 
of the record, together with a, letter by Ellsworth Green, Jr., execu- 
tive manager of the Kansas City Chamber of Commerce, and a state- 
no by R. O. Sage, chief engineer for the Kansas City Stock Yards 

0 


(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF H. Roe Barrie, Mayor, Kansas City, Mo. 


Kansas City and the great prosperous trade area it serves stands on the very 
threshold of an era of sound, but dynamic, economic development without 
precedent in the history of our great Nation. The future, as well as the distin- 
guished past, of the Kansas City area is, and shall forever be, linked with its 
geographic location at the confluence of the Kansas and Missouri Rivers. 

The interest of Kansas City in the development of a sound water policy is 
twofold—first, the development of navigation and shipping on the Missouri 
River; second, effective control of the river flow in times of flood and drought 
alike. As mayor of Kansas City, Mo., I am indeed grateful for this opportunity to 
represent the citizens of our great city in presenting to you certain comments 
relative to the Hoover Committee Recommendations on Water Resources and 
Power. 

I shall not recount the details of the disastrous and tragic floods of 1951 and 
1952 that visited death and destruction upon the citizens of Kansas City and 
the residents of the Missouri River basin; nor shall I review the effects of the 
equally tragic droughts of the 1930’s when this vast region, comprising one-sixth 
of the land area of the United States and properly termed the Nation’s “bread- 
basket,” failed to produce sufficient food to be self-sustaining. Further, I am 
sure it has not escaped your attention that our rapidly growing population 
requires greatly increased facilities for water supply and sewage disposal. Both 
of these vital public services are dependent upon the maintenance of a certain 
adequate minimum flow in the rivers. I feel it is my duty as the mayor of 
Kansas City, Mo., to bring to your attention by this statement, the very vital 
interest, not only of the citizens of Kansas City but of the residents of the 
entire Missouri River Basin, in the prosecution of all work necessary to insure 
the wise and effective use and control of our water resources. 

I should like to comment first upon the recommendation of the Hoover com- 
mittee relative to the creation of a Water Resources Board. Delay in the 
prosecution of the work necessary to bring the entire Missouri River Basin 
program to completion has indeed been costly and unfortunate. If the Water 
Resources Board, as proposed, could result in prompt and expeditious construc- 
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tion of all projects essential to the ultimate objectives of this well-laid plan, then 
certainly the savings to the citizens of the area and to the Federal Government 
itself would be ample justification for its establishment. As has been pointed 
out time and again, it is very probable that the entire Federal cost of the Kansas 
River Basin program alone would have been covered in the Federal Treasury 
by the greater tax revenues which would have been collected from those in- 
stitutions, corporations and individuals who suffered great damage in the flood 
of 1951. It would seem most undesirable to organize a Water Resources Board 
if the primary functions of that organization were to be the review of projects 
that have been reviewed and studied for many years by civilian and military 
engineers alike. Summarizing, the problem of effective use of our water re- 
sources is a pressing, immediate problem. If the function of the Water Resources 
Board would result in the slightest delay in the prosecution of the program, them 
certainly the Board could serve no useful purpose. 

With regard to recommendation No. 3, relative to strengthening the functions 
of the Bureau of the Budget by implementation with a professional staff, I would 
hesitate to endorse any action that might possibly result in a breakdown of 
legislative control. The appropriation of Federal funds certainly is a legislative 
and not an administrative matter. The United States Army Corps of Engineers 
have a technical staff of many years experience in the problems of water re- 
sources control and development. It is considered that the Corps of Engineers 
are the proper agency to furnish the desired technical assistance in view of 
their highly commendable performance over these past many years. 

Recommendation No. 1 (g) relating to the collection and review of hydrologic 
data by one Federal agency, appears to have little merit in view of the most 
satisfactory arrangements presently in effect. I have discussed the matter 
with the engineering staff of the city of Kansas City and find that they are in 
general agreement that it would be most difficult for any single agency to recog- 
nize the varied types of data essential for specific projects. While collection of 
all data by one Federal agency, no doubt, is not impossible, certainly it seems to 
be an impractical and perhaps undesirable organizational arrangement. 

I take particular note of recommendation No. 8 of the Hoover Committee 
relative to the authorization of a user charge on inland waterways. The creation 
of waterways may be considered essentially a byproduct of the flood control and 
bank stabilization programs which have been paid for by the people of our great 
Nation through Federal taxation. Certainly they should not again be taxed 
in order to reap the benefits accruing thereby. The system of inland waterways 
may well be considered among our Nation’s greatest assets, both in times of 
peace and war. 

Transportation by water will contribute importantly to the increasing pros- 
perity of the metropolitan area of Kansas City and the trade territory alike. 
Recently, the city of Kansas City expended a substantial sum for the improve- 
ment of facilities at the municipal wharf. Tonnage handled at this wharf has 
increased from 27,143 tons in 1949 to 63,736 tons in 1954 and nearly 90,000 tons 
in 1955. After many years of work to develop our inland waterways we are 
at last on the verge of an important use of transportation by water. The imposi- 
tion of a user charge would forever rebuke the hard-earned advantage thus 
gained. River improvement on navigable waters of inland rivers under Federal 
jurisdiction whether it relates to bank stabilization or to flood control stands 
on precisely the same basis as does harbor improvement in coastal areas. 

In summary, may I say that the Missouri River Basin development program 
is indeed the blueprint of a plan that may be considered to hold the key to solu- 
tion of the problems imposed by nature. We readily recognize the importance 
of mobilization of our Nation’s resources in times of war or emergency. Is it 
not equally important that we recognize our possibilities in times of peace, and 
the urgent need to keep abreast of our rapidly expanding economy. We must 
proceed with all possible dispatch to put our well-laid plans into effect and realize 
the greatest good for the greatest number of our citizens. We stand now at the 
gates of an age of plenty, key in hand; let us not fumble at the lock. 


STATEMENT OF Rospert A. SCHERMERHORN, JUNCTION CITY MEMRER, BOARD OP 
DIRECTORS, KANSAS STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Robert A. Schermer- 
horn, and my home is in Junction City, Kans. I am here today as a representa- 
tive of the Kansas State Chamber of Commerce. I am a member of the board 
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of directors, and immediate past chairman and a current member of the water 
resources council of this organization. The Kansas State chamber is a voluntary, 
nonprofit organization with a statewide membership of approximately 2,700 indi- 
viduals, firms, and associations in the State of Kansas, representing practically 
every segment of the State’s economy. 

It is our understanding that your committee is desirous of securing grassroots 
reaction to the recommendations of the Commission on Organization of the 
Executive Branch of the Government (commonly known as the second Hoover 
Commission) pertaining to water resources and power. 

The Kansas State Chamber of Commerce highly commends the Congress for 
its move in creating the Hoover Commission to seek greater efficiency and econ- 
omy in the National Government with consequent reduction in unnecessary 
Federal spending. We are in complete accord with the basic objectives of the 
Commission in seeking these ends. 

We are particularly interested in the recommendations of the Hoover Commis- 
sion pertaining to water resources and power since we believe that the most 
Serious unsolved problem facing the people of Kansas today is the proper develop- 
ment and control of our water resources. The future economic life of Kansas 
rests on the development and application of sound water management programs 
in the two basic fields of water supply and water control. Following the great 
flood of 1951, the emphasis throughout the State was in devising means for con- 
trolling floods. The intervening drought years have now shifted that emphasis 
to one of maintaining adequate water supplies. In providing an integrated pro- 
gram to fill both of these needs, we believe that all units of government—Federal, 
State, and local—have an important role to play. It is with respect to the 
Federal partnership in this program that we direct these remarks. 

On the whole, the recommendations of the Hoover Commission square very 
well with the policies developed by the Kansas State Chamber of Commerce 
in attempting to meet the water resources management problem. There are, 
however, a few specific areas covered by the Hoover Commission’s recommen- 
dations to which I would like to direct your special attention. 

Principally, our concern is with Recommendation No. 2, namely that a na- 
tional water resources board be created. We view this recommendation with 
mixed emotions for the reasons which follow: 

For many years, the Federal Government, by its own desire, has held the 
financial key to adequate water resources Management on rivers and streams 
under its jurisdiction. This situation has placed Federal Government in the 
position of determining which areas are to be adequately served and which are 
not—which projects are “necessary” and which are “unnecessary.” We in 
Kansas recognize the need for coordination of the policies of the three Federal 
agencies principally concerned with water resources management—the Corps 
of Engineers, the Department of Agriculture, and the Bureau of Reclamation. 
In attempting to achieve this coordination, however, presumably through the 
establishment of a national water resources board, we most certainly would be 
opposed to such a move if its major purpose would be to halt all further progress 
of projects already authorized by Congress while the board would take months 
or even years to restudy the situation. 

During the past 10 years, we have seen the projects authorized by Congress 
progress to a point where they are now approximately 50 percent completed in 
Kansas. If creation of the water resources board would impede this progress 
and delay realization of the benefits from these projects, we most certainly 
would look with disfavor upon such a contemplated move. 

On the other hand, if the main purpose of the proposed water resources board 
would be to implement and speed up the program already authorized by Con- 
gress, our support would be forthcoming. Certainly, we would not support a 
recommendation which would have as its main purpose the creation of a super 
agency to override the previously expressed will of Congress. As a means of 
coordinating the general policies of the Federal agencies involved in water re- 
sources management, the creation of a board would be quite a different matter. 

This need for implementation of the Federal program as it relates to Kansas 
was specifically stated in two resolutions passed by the 1955 session of the Kansas 
Legislature. House Resolution 24 and Senate Resolution 16 of that session 
both declare: 

“That we respectfully urge, request, and petition the Congress of the United 
States to take what actions are necessary to insure continuance of surveys and 
planning and assure cooperation in the construction of projects in the State of 
Kansas that are vital and necessary to the conservation of land and water by 
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the three agencies, namely, the Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
and the Soil Conservation Service of the United States Department of Agri- 
culture.” 

Coming from the elected representatives of the people of Kansas, these resolu- 
tions demonstrate faith in the present Federal agencies entrusted with these 
programs. 

We wish it to be understood that we in Kansas are not relying solely on the 
Federal Government to provide all of the projects so vitally necessary to achieve 
our goals. We have worked vigorously during the past 4 years to insure State 
legislative approval of adequate watershed district legislation. The Kansas 
State chamber was the recognized leader in the promotional program culminat- 
ing in the enactment of house bill 481 in the 1953 session of the Kansas Legis- 
lature. This law permits the establishment of local watershed districts to 
undertake to the fullest extent possible the development of local watershed 
management. Had it not been for this organization, I am very doubtful that 
such legislation would have been enacted. Also, we supported the creation of 
a progressive State water resources board in 1955 established to give impetus 
to the State program, 

This serves to illustrate that we are in good faith vigorously promoting the 
integrated program of local, State, and Federal partnership which the Hoover 
Commission considers so highly essential. While thus proceeding to get our own 
local house in order, we are equally concerned with promoting rather than 
impeding other portions of this integrated program. 

We believe in a comprehensive program of soil and water conservation prac- 
tices, reservoirs of a suitable kind on upper tributaries, suitable reservoirs to 
protect main streams, dike and channel improvements where necessary, and 
necessary bank stabilization. All of these programs cannot be undertaken by 
one unit of government without cooperation and active participation by others. 

Likewise, we are concerned with recommendation No. 8: That the staff 
conducting certain of the functions of the Bureau of the Budget be strengthened 
by such professional staff as will enable it to fully perform the function of 
evaluation of the merits of water development projects presented to it for 
appropriations. We have consistently held to the belief that the evaluation of 
the merits of water development projects is a congressional task rather than 
a task to be performed by the executive branch of the Government. To this 
end, we have repeatedly urged that the congressional Committees be properly 
staffed and that legislative machinery be improved so that Congress can handle 
its vast workload without delegating its responsibilities. In this manner, a 
strong Congress will insure continuance of our representative form of govern- 
ment. 

Further, we have certain observations with regard to the recommendation 
“that one Federal agency should be made responsible for collecting and re- 
viewing the adequacy of hydrologic data.” It is commendable to view this in 
terms of eliminating overlapping and duplication of effort by various Federal 
agencies. However, such a recommendation, if carried out, should not unduly 
restrict an agency in securing such data in more refined and localized form, 
where needed as determining factors in designing, constructing, and operating 
authorized projects. To deny an agency permission to collect such supple- 
mental data, or to prevent the transfer of funds from one agency to another 
to secure such data on a special project basis, or to unduly delay transmission 
of data between agencies when needed would be unwise. 

Thus far, our remarks have been chiefly concerned with the development of 
water resources. With regard to the several recommendations pertaining to 
power, the Kansas State chamber is in general concurrence with positions 
taken by the Hoover Commission. Specifically we favor private, rather than 
public, development of power requirements for the Nation. Our interpretation 
is that the Hoover Commission commendably attempts to further that point 
of view. 

As an addendum to these remarks, I would like to submit for the consideration 
of this committee the current policy declarations of the Kansas State Chamber 
of Commerce pertaining to water resources. 


PoLicy DECLARATIONS RELATING TO WATER RESOURCES 


(WR-1) A water management policy for Kansas 


We believe that the most serious unsolved problem facing the people of 
Kansas today is the proper development and control of our water resources. The 
very economic life of Kansas rests on the development and application of sound 
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water management programs in the two basic fields of water supply and water 
control. 

The overall objective of developing a water resources management program is 
to enhance the economic opportunity of the entire State—to improve the welfare 
of the people of Kansas. In developing a comprehensive program of water man- 
agement, consideration should be given to these elements of water resources 
planning, not necessarily in order of priority : 


. Watershed development 7. Recreation 

. Flood control 8. Fish and wildlife 

. Domestic, municipal, and industrial 9. Sediment control 
water supply 10. Navigation 

. Irrigation 11. Ground water recharge 

. Pollution prevention and abatement, 12. Soil moisture 

. Drainage 


Accordingly, the Kansas State Chamber of Commerce establishes the following 
statements as its policy on water management and solicits the support of the 
individual citizens and various official and unofficial groups and agencies in 
Kansas who are concerned with development, protection, and control of water 
resources, as well as the Congress of the United States: 

1. Alleviation of droughts and control of floods are two closely related phases 
of water management—a satisfactory solution to either will have a beneficial 
effect in control of the other. Therefore, the Water Resources Council of the 
Kansas State Chamber of Commerce endorses all justifiable water conservation 
programs. 

2. We urge the full coordination of: 

(a) The operations of the three Federal agencies concerned with flood-con- 
trol work—the Corps of Engineers, the United States Bureau of Reclamation, 
and the soil conservation agencies of the United States Department of Agri- 
culture. Such coordination must exist at all levels of operation of these 
agencies. A proper flood-control program must include a coordinated plan of 
soil conservation, reservoirs of a suitable kind on upper tributaries, suita- 
ble reservoirs to protect main streams, levees, and necessary bank stabiliza- 
tion ; and, 

(bd) Operations of all official Kansas State agencies concerned with the 
development, conservation, and protection of the State’s water resources. 

. With respect to all river basins in Kansas, we recommend : 

(@) Appropriation by Congress of the funds necessary for such flood con- 
trol, soil and water conservation and irrigation projects as have been recom- 
mended by the Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation and soil con- 
servation agencies of the Department of Agriculture and authorized by Con- 
gress. It is stipulated that this recommendation includes only those proj- 
ects which have been both recommended and authorized as of July 8, 1955, 
and does not constitute an endorsement of any other projects which are 
recommended or authorized after that date, until such time as the proper 
groups of this organization can give them the necessary study and con- 
sideration. 

(b) Authorization by Congress for such flood control, irrigation, and soil 
conservation projects as have been recommended by the Corps of Engineers, 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the soil conservation agencies of the De- 
partment of Agriculture, as of July 8, 1955. Likewise, this recommendation 
also stipulates that only those projects recommended as of July 8, 1955, are 
endorsed. 

4. We pledge our cooperation with Kansas municipalities in their efforts to 
obtain adequate and safe municipal and industrial water supplies. 

5. We urge and support the most rapid extension of sound soil conservation 
and management practices possible, because they contribute to the control and 
conservation of water. We urge the exploration of the use of watershed man- 
agement under existing Kansas law and completion of projects underway. 

6. We oppose the establishment of any Federal valley authorities which would 
include Kansas. 

7. We agree that in determining the compensation for property owners who 
are displaced as a result of flood-control works that consideration should be 
given to the current cost of assembling an economic farm unit; that considera- 
tion should be given to the intangible losses incurred by these property owners— 
similar to the price paid for goodwill in the sale and purchase of a business con- 
cern ; and, that ample allowance should be made for moving costs. 
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8. It is recommended that Congress provide sufficient funds to enable the 
United States Weather Bureau and the United States Geological Survey to secure 
all possible data from which the Weather Bureau may be enabled to forecast 
probable stage and flow of the rivers and to disseminate such information at the 
earliest moment to the interested people in any area threatened by the flood. 

9. We pledge our support to the water resources board created by the 1955 
Kansas Legislature, and to all other governmental, public, and private agencies 
and organizations working for the development of a sound water resources policy 
in Kansas. 

(Approved by board, December 28, 1951; reaffirmed by board, October 23, 1953 ; 
amended and reaffirmed by board, July 29, 1955.) 


(WR-2) Hstablishment of “water commission” 
Deleted July 29, 1955. 


STATEMENT OF Z. R. Hook, MANHATTAN, KANS., VICE PRESIDENT, MISSOURI- 
ARKANSAS BASINS FLoop CoNTROL AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, AND 
CHAIRMAN, MANHATTAN FLoOoD CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am Z. R. Hook, of Manhattan, 
Kans., chairman of the Manhattan Flood Control Association, an association 
of Manhattan businessmen who suffered heavy losses in the flood disaster of 
1951, and I am also vice president of the Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood Control 
and Conservation Association. 

For the past 15 years the Manhattan Flood Control Association has been active 
in efforts to promote adequate flood protection for Manhattan and the entire 
Kansas and Missouri River basins. 

As mayor of Manhattan during the disastrous flood of 1951 and the following 
period of rehabilitation I retain vivid recollections of what such a disaster can 
mean to those concerned in the area and as a result, our efforts since then, have 
been intensified to the end that there may be no such disastrous recurrence. 
However, as a close observer of and with a personal knowledge of floods in our 
Blue and Kansas Rivers over a period of more than 50 years; having in my pos- 
session, for study, all of the reliable written records of river stages, floods, and 
their causes, I desire to point out that progress in carrying on the program of 
flood control recommended by the Corps of Engineers has been slow and often 
delayed while many agencies, commissions, committees, and special study groups 
have made a study of the program and, so far as my knowledge goes, without a 
recommendation for a more promising or feasible solution. As a matter of fact, 
some of the study groups have served no other purpose than delay and have added 
controversy and confusion to a most serious problem. 

Without presuming to predict future climatic conditions, I believe it only rea- 
sonable to assume from the records available that while the program is delayed, 
for any reason, the law of averages is slowly creeping upon us when we may 
again expect serious and perhaps disastrous floods in the basin. 

I am sure you and your committee are thoroughly familiar with the program 
of the Corps of Engineers, not only as it applies to the Kansas River Valley, but 
the entire Missouri River Basin. We, too, have made a very thorough and ex- 
haustive study of the problem of flood control and water conservation in the 
valley and so far as we have been able to ascertain, and regardless of the many 
conflicting, grossly exaggerated and in many instances deliberate misrepresenta- 
tions by opponents of the program, some of which you and your committee have 
‘called attention to in previous hearings, we know of no program offering greater 
security and freedom from disastrous flooding and in the conservation and use 
of our steadily diminishing water resources than that of the Corps of Engineers, 
collaborating and working with the Reclamation Bureau. 

I know you are well aware of the bitter fight waged in this area by some of 
the citizens adjacent to Tuttle Creek, considered by the Corps of Engineers as 
the key dam in the protection of the Kansas and lower Missouri River Valley. 
Such opposition was but natural and expected and to a greater or less extent is 
found in all such affected areas. Considerable of the opposition faded with the 
initial appropriation of $5 million which started work on the project and now 
with work again started under the second appropriation of $1214 million, opposi- 
tion is again decreasing except among a few of the most fanatical opponents. 

With the drought years following the flood of 1951 came a greater realization 
of the need for conserving all the excess runoff during periods of heavy rains 
in the spring to provide adequate water for valley farm use, municipalities and 
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industrial uses during the recurring drought periods such as we have experienced 
this year and which continues with many of our streams and the Kansas River 
in particular setting new low flood records. Naturally this has brought about 
a growing awareness of the need for reservoirs such as Tuttle Creek and other 
like projects. I might add here, that were it not for the releases from the 
Kanapolis Dam on the upper Smoky Hill River, a tributary of the Kansas River, 
one could well have walked dry shod across the Kansas River this past sum- 
mer, and even at the present time and downstream cities below Manhattan 
could have been in desperate need of municipal and industrial water. It is then 
no small wonder that those familiar with this condition seriously consider the 
need of reservoirs to function not only for protection during flood periods but 
are equally necessary to furnish adequate water supplies during drought periods. 

With this growing awareness of the need and the benefits to be derived from 
such projects there has been a very noticable change in the thinking of many 
citizens in the area. To point up this change in attitude in this previously more 
or less embattled area I have only to point to the fact that the Manhattan 
Chamber of Commerce and the present Manhattan City Commission, recog- 
nizing the need for both flood control for the city and conservation of all our 
water resources by every means possible, have just recently abandoned their 
previous neutral attitude and have officially appointed Dr. Reed Morse, head 
of the civil engineering department of Kansas State College as the official 
representative of the chamber of commerce and Manhattan City and Dr. Morse 
has only recently returned from a hearing before the Budget Bureau seeking 
funds to be included in the budget for consideration by the Congress to carry 
out the recommended program of the Corps of Engineers. We know of no 
instance where the recommended program of the Corps of Engineers has failed 
to function or provide the protection and objectives engineered into their 
recommended projects. We have every reason to believe in and have confidence 
in the engineering training, ability, and experience of the Corps of Engineers 
to carry out the assignments given them by the Congre&Ss and we are unalter- 
ably opposed to any change in the present assignment and responsibilities of 
the agencies involved in flood control and water conservation. That is not to 
say that there may not be certain desirable minor changes in present legis- 
lation to prevent possible overlapping in procedure; or to better define the 
duties and responsibilities of the agencies. However, we do recommend against 
additional surveys and studies as well as against the creation of a water 
resources board since it is our opinion that the present agencies, now func- 
tioning by congressional directives, and after years of investigation, gathering 
necessary data and making studies are now in a better position to proceed at 
an accelerated pace with the projects in the Missouri River Basin and we are 
most fearful that the creation of a water resources board would without ques- 
tion result in further and perhaps costly delays while additional surveys and 
studies were made. We are also of the opinion that any attempt at major 
reorganization and consolidation of the agencies or their functions would surely 
result in years of delay in reaching the badly needed and too long delayed 
objectives as recommended by the Corps of Engineers, 

The only exception to the above would be recommendation No. 6 of the Hoover 
Committee that the construction of headwater dams in the flood-control program 
of the Soil Conservation Service be transferred to the Corps of Engineers. It 
being our thought that under the corps greater consideration could and would 
be given to the most advantageous location of such headwater works in order 
that they might provide the maximum benefits in the overall flood-control 
program. 

For the reasons set forth I wish, on behalf of my local association, to earnestly 
petition your favorable consideration and action toward helping us in the 
attainment of a long awaited goal which at best is yet in what we hope the 
not too distant future. Certainly we cannot afford the risk in a reorganization 
or reassignment of responsibilities attendant on such changes. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM G. CALVERT, PRESIDENT, MissourI-ARKANSAS BASINS 
F Loop CONTROL AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 


My name is William G. Calvert. I am president of the Missouri-Arkansas 
Basins Flood Control and Conservation Association. I am also a farmer along 
the Missouri River in central Missouri. This association was organized shortly 
after the disastrous 1951 flood, and its membership consists of 17 local flood- 
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control associations located in the Missouri and Arkansas River Basins in Kansas 
and Missouri. These local associations have a total membership in excess 
of 10,000. 

With regard to the Hoover Committee Recommendations, Water Resources and 
Power, it is my opinion that there is very little, if any, need for changes in the 
methods currently being used by the Congress of the United States in dealing 
with the various bureaus and agencies which have the responsibility of flood 
protection and the conservation of water. I am definitely opposed to the creation 
of a water resources board. I can see no good purpose such a board could possibly 
serve in speeding up the construction of the projects in which the people in our 
territory are so vitally interested. 

The farmers in my immediate territory are very much interested in getting 
agricultural levees constructed along the Missouri River. We feel that the entire 
Missouri River Basin development plan with the upstream reservoirs has now 
reached the place where work can be started on these badly needed agricultural 
levees. We would most certainly be opposed to any change of procedure or new 
bureaus or boards which might tend to delay the completion of these projects. 

Regarding point G recommendation under No. 1, it would appear to me that 
this recommendation might result in unnecessary delay of the construction of 
some very vital projects due to lack of hydrologic data. 

The plan for developing the Missouri River Basin has been reviewed and 
rereviewed since 1936. The only problems left are those that have to do with the 
orderly and speedy construction of authorized and recommended projects. Any 
delay will only increase the total cost to the Federal Government. 


STATEMENT OF GORDON BARKER, REPRESENTING THE NEOSHO COTTONWOOD FLOOD 
CONTROL ASSOCIATION, AND VERDIGKIS VALLEY I Loop CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


My name is Gordon Barker. I am representing the Neosho Cottonwood Flood 

Control Association and also the Verdigris Valley Flood Control Association. 
30th of these associations are in the Arkansas River Basin situated in south- 
east Kansas. 

Our associations have been actively working with the Army Corps of Engineers 
since 1936 in planning and developing the projects for flood protection of our area. 
During this period of time considerable progress has been made in getting key 
reservoirs and other projects authorized and partially constructed. We feel we 
are now in a position to proceed in an orderly fashion with the complete develop- 
ment of the plan for our basin as designed by the Army Corps of Engineers. We 
are in complete agreement with the position taken by the Missouri-Arkansas 
Basin Flood Control and Conservation Association. 

We would most certainly object to the creation of any board or agency which 
might serve to delay the construction of those projects on the Arkansas River in 
which we are so vitally interested. 


THE KAw VALLEY DRAINAGE DIstRIC! 
OF WYANDOTTE COUNTY, KANS., 
Kansas City 5, Kans., November 25, 1955. 
Re: Jones Committee hearing, St. Louis, Monday, November 28, 1955. 
Mr. LEw PARAMORE, 
Ezecutive Director, Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood Control and Conserva- 
tion Association, Chamber of Commerce, Kansas City, Kans. 

DEAR Mr. PARAMORE: At the request of the Kaw Valley Drainage District of 
Kansas City, Kans., I wish to advise you that neither the writer nor any of the 
members of the board of directors of the Kaw Valley Drainage District will be 
able to attend the congressional hearing at St. Louis next Monday, November 
28, 1955. 

Inasmuch as the Kaw Valley Drainage District is affiliated with your associa- 
tion, you may feel free to speak in behalf of the drainage district on matters 
before the Jones committee, particularly in opposition to the creation of a new 
water resources board. 

I have your memorandum of November 23 concerning the Jones committee 
meeting and particularly in reference to the creation of the new board. 

The Kaw Valley Drainage District feels as you do, that we have gone a long 
way with the program as it is and we are fearful that the creation of a new 
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board at this time would hinder and delay a program that is well under way and 
progressing year after year. As you know, the Pick-Sloan plan and flood pro- 
tection, nationwise, has made tremendous strides in recent years, and should 
continue as it has and upon the same basis. The creation of a new board would 
mean additional expense for the administration of flood protection. It would 
mean that you would have to reeducate the members of the board, which in itself 
would create delays. It would afford minorities opposing various plans that 
have already been approved a new avenue for their objections and delay tactics. 
For example, the State of Kansas in recent years generally approved the Pick- 
Sloan plan. For some reason, Governor Arn appointed a flow-away committee 
to make a study of flood protection in the Kaw River Basin. His committee made 
a report recommending an entirely new plan contrary to the Pick-Sloan plan 
and the best advice of the United States Corps of Engineers. This tended to 
delay appropriations for Tuttle Creek and other vital flood projects in Kansas, 
and the new plan was absolutely unfeasible because it came perhaps 100 years 
too late, and because its cost was prohibitive. The flow-away plan utterly failed 
to consider water conservation. 

Too, we are of the opinion that the United States Corps of Engineers and the 
United States Congress and its various committees have done a remarkable job 
so far as national flood protection is concerned, and feel that the creation of a new 
board would detract from their work, particularly since there is a board in 
existence appointed by the President. 

Very truly yours, 
S. M. Trrpovicnu. 


STATEMENT OF LEW PARAMORE, Director, MissourI-ARKANSAS BASINS FLoop 
CONTROL AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 


My name is Lew Paramore. I am executive director of the Missouri-Arkansas 
Basins Flood Control and Conservation Association. I am also a member of the 
North Topeka Drainage Board which has the responsibility for flood protection 
on the Kansas River through Topeka. I also own and operate a small grocery 
store and reside in North Topeka, Kans. I suffered severe financial losses in 
the 1951 flood. Iam also secretary of the Kansas River Flood Committee, a com- 
mittee made up of 1 representative from 17 cities between Salina to Kansas City, 
Kans., inclusive; each representative is appointed by the governing body of his 
respective city. 

Our various organizations have been very active during the past several years 
in attempting to secure adequate flood protection for our area and help to pre- 
vent a recurrence of a similar flood as that which took place in 1951, which 
caused businessmen and residents of our area to lose nearly a billion dollars. 

It is our opinion that we are now in a position to where some of these necessary 
projects may soon become a reality. It is our opinion that the various Federal 
agencies charged with the responsibilities of flood protection by the Congress 
of the United States and functioning by congressional directives and appro- 
priations are by far and large doing a very satisfactory job. We see no real 
necessity or need for the creation of a water-resources board as recommended by 
the Hoover Committee, unless such a board could implement and speed up the 
construction of the authorized and recommended projects in the Missouri River 
Basin. If it is necessary that a Water Resources Committee be created, then it is 
our positive opinion that its sole responsibility should be only to make recom- 
mendations as to policy matters which would implement the existing agencies in 
creating a higher degree of efficiency in order that these many badly needed 
projects could be completed in the shortest possible time. We see no need in 
professional staff for the Bureau of the Budget but if additional professional 
services are needed, they should be furnished to the Public Works Committee. 

Although none of the reservoirs in our immediate area are planned to generate 
power, it is our positive thinking that all reservoirs which are designated as 
flood protection projects should be under the direct management, supervision, 
and operation of the Army Corps of Engineers and that no other bureau, particu- 
larly one interested in the power generated by the project, should ever have the 
responsibility of management and operation of such reservoirs. The reason for 
this opinion being that we feel it might weaken the effectiveness of the reservoirs 
to provide maximum flood protection. 
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Kansas City, Kans., November 25, 1955. 

The Kansas City (Kans.) Chamber of Commerce is vitally interested in the 
program of the Army Corps of Engineers with particular emphasis on those 
projects that afford flood protection for the Kansas River Basin. 

Many of our members suffered devastating losses in the flood of 1951 caused 
by the Kansas River. In our opinion this program is now beginning to progress 
quite satisfactorily. We would certainly not be in favor of creating a water 
resources board unless it could in some way function so as to speed up the 
construction of the various projects in the Kansas River development plan. 

We feel these projects have already been delayed too long, and that a speedy 
and orderly completion of these projects will serve the best financial interest 
of all parties concerned. 

Respectfully submitted, 
ELLSWORTH GREEN, Jr., Executive Manager. 


STATEMENT OF R. O. SAGE, CHIEF ENGINEER FOR THE KANSAS CITY 
STock YARDS Co. 


My name is R. O. Sage. I am chief engineer for the Kansas City Stock Yards 
Co., and I am here to represent them in this matter. 

The Kansas City Stock Yards Co. occupies approximately 180 acres of land, 
located principally on the right bank of the Kansas River in the central in- 
dustrial district at Kansas City, and is occupied by the facilities required to 
operate a central livestock market. 

This property has been subjected to several floods. The floods of 1903 and 
1951 were major catastrophies, and the damages were enormous. Hence we 
are vitally interested in any program of flood protection for our property, our 
customers, our business neighbors and our citizens. We have worked con- 
stantly with all local interests, the Kaw Valley Drainage Board, civic groups 
and the Corps of Engineers since the 1903 flood toward complete flood protec- 
tion. This is evidenced by the contribution of 1514 acres of land, at no cost for 
channel widening of the Kansas River. 

My personal contact with matters of floods and flood protection dates back 
about 25 years, so that I am aware of many of the problems involved in flood 
protection and the problems of a major flood which we experienced in July 
1951, at which time the stockyards property was covered with about 14 feet 
of floodwater and put us out of business for several weeks. Our expense was 
enormous. 

We feel that this work and experience on flood-control matter qualifies us to 
pass on the abilities of the United States Army Corps of Engineers. They are 
well staffed with experts in the field of hydraulics and as such are thoroughly 
capable of carrying on the Pick-Sloan plan in the Missouri River Basin, as well 
as assuming the studied of flood control now assigned to the Soil Conservation 
Service. 

We do not want to leave the impression that we are thinking only of our in- 
dustrial area. We are interested in our entire trade territory which is prin- 
cipally agriculture, and basic. We feel that all agricultural land subject to 
possible flooding should be amply protected with levees. The Corps of Engineers 
should be authorized to study all projects of flood control and related projects 
and have the authority to approve a reject. 

Therefore, we see no necessity for the forming of an overall Water Re- 
sources Board as recommended by the Hoover Commission. It could only lead 
to more duties pressed on an already burdened personnel and could lead to 
delays in the carrying out the programs of the existing agencies. 


STATEMENT OF I. L. 0’BRIEN, REPRESENTING MONSANTO 
CHEMICAL CO., ST. LOUIS, MO. 


Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Chairman, my name is I. L. O’Brien representing 
the Monsanto Chemical Co., St. Louis, Mo. I wish to endorse the 
statement of Mr. R. K. Keas. 
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Mr. Jones. Very well. If there is nothing further to come before 
the committee at this time we will adjourn until 10 a. m. tomorrow 
morning in Denver, Colo. 

(Whereupon, at 4:50 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned until 10 
a. m. the following day at Denver, Colo.) 

The following persons were invited to testify at St. Louis: 

Hon. Phil M. Donnelly, Governor of Missouri; Hon. Raymond R. 
Tucker, mayor of St. Louis; Brig. Gen. John R. Hardin; the entire 
Missouri congressional delegation. 

The only invitations extended by letter were to the members of the 
congressional delegation. The letter reads as follows: 


DEAR : A hearing will be held by the Special Subcommittee on Water 
Resources and Power of the House Committee on Government Operations, of 
which subcommittee I am chairman, in St. Louis on Monday, November 28. 

This subcommittee was established to study the Report on Water Resources 
and Power of the Commission on Organzation of the Executive Branch of the 
Government, known as the Hoover Commission. 

We extend to you a cordial invitation to testify before our subcommittee. 


(Signed) Rosert HE. Jones, 
Member of Congress, Chairman. 


The following documents were received by the subcommittee for in- 
sertion in the record after the hearing had been completed at St. 
Louis: 

RESOLUTION 


Whereas the board of directors of the West-Central Electric Cooperative, of 
Higginsville, Mo., have considered the recommendations of the Hoover Commis- 
sion report relating to water resources and power; and, 

Whereas the result of the adoption of these recommendations would be to 
increase the cost of Federal power, tend to destroy the preference clause, and 
create a powerful monopoly for the electric power companies; and, 

Whereas the necessity for low-cost power is essential to the welfare of this and 
other cooperatives: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the West-Central Electric Cooperative serving over 4,000 rural 
members, oppose the recommendations of the Hoover Commission as relating to 
water resources and power; and be it further 

Resolved, That West-Central Electric Cooperative vigorously oppose the recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission relating to the reorganization of the 
Rural Electrification Administration, which is now, and has been in the past 
both effective and efficient. 


CERTIFICATION OF SECRETARY 


I, John A. English, certify that I am the secretary of the West-Central Dlectric 
Cooperative and that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of a reso- 
lution duly adopted at a regular meeting of the board of directors of said coopera- 
tive properly held on December 15, 1955, and that said resolution has not been 
rescinded or modified. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
cooperative this 15th day of December 1955. 

[SEAL] Joun A. Enewisa, Secretary. 


Tri-CouNTy ELectTrRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 
LANCASTER, MO. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the board of directors of the Tri-County Electric Cooperative Asso- 
ciation has considered the recommendations of the Hoover Commission report re- 
lating to the water resources and power; and 
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Whereas the recommendations of the Hoover Commission report are so de- 
signed that they will increase the rates, thereby creating a greater burden on the 
electric cooperatives and their members; and 

Whereas the Hoover Commission’s recommendations are so designed as to de- 
stroy the preference clauses, thereby leaving the rural electric cooperatives and 
some urban areas at the mercy of the private electric companies, who are at 
the present time enjoying the greatest increase in business and profits to their 
companies in history ; and 

Whereas the adoption of the recommendations of the Hoover Commission re- 
port will prevent the Federal Government from building steam plants and the 
integrating of steam plants for firming Federal hydropower and from building 
power facilities in multipurpose dams, thereby turning the existing facilities to 
the exploitation of the private power companies; and 

Whereas although this cooperative does not at this time receive power from 
the Southwestern Power ‘Administration, the adoption of the recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission report would in the future deny this cooperative from 
obtaining additional power from such source at reasonable rates; and 

Whereas the necessity for low-cost power is essential to the economy of the 
rural residents of this area : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the Tri-County Electric Cooperative Association opposes the 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission report relating to the water re- 
sources and power, as it is injurious and detrimental to the Federal power pro- 
gram and to the rural and municipal customers of these Federal projects; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That the Tri-County Electric Cooperative Association oppose the 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission report on organization of the execu- 
tive branch of the Government namely recommendations Nos. 36, 42, 43, 44, and 
46 as such affect the present organization of the Rural Blectrification Adminis- 
tration which has been effective and efficient in carrying out the purposes of 
the program; and be it further 

Resolved, That the two Senators of Missouri, Hon. Stuart Symington and Hon. 
Thomas C. Hennings, Jr.; and Hon. Clarence Cannon, Congressman from the 
Ninth District of Missouri, be delivered a copy of this resolution. 


Mio Cotxins, President. 


RESOLUTION 


Be it resolved by the board of directors of the M. & A. Electric Power Coopera- 
tive, That this cooperative go on record as opposing the recommendations Nos. 
36, 42, 48, 44, and 46 of the Hoover Commission report and that copies of said 
resolution shall be forwarded to Senator Symington and Senator Hennings and 
to all the Congressmen located within the State of Missouri requesting them to 
exert all possible effort to oppose said recommendations ; be it further 

Resolved, That the cooperative go on record as opposing recommendations 9 
through 15, inclusive, of the report of the Water Resources and Power Com- 
mission and that a copy of this resolution shall be sent to Senator Symington 
and Senator Hennings and to all of the Congressmen in the State of Missouri, 
requesting that they oppose said recommendations, 


STATE oF MIssouRI, 
County of Butler, ss: 


I, Ansel I. Moore, do hereby certify that I am the duly elected, qualified and 
acting secretary of the M. & A. Electric Cooperative, and as such secretary I am 
the keeper of its records. I do further certify that the above and foregoing is 
a true and correct copy of a resolution passed at a meeting of the board of 
directors held on the 13th day of December 1955, and entered in the minute 
book of the Cooperative, and that same has not been modified or rescinded. 


[SEAL] ANSEL I. Moore, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Co-Mo Electric Cooperative, Inc., of Tipton, Mo., is a rural 
electric distribution cooperative serving farmers and other rural consumers in 
the counties of Cooper, Moniteau, Morgan, Camden, Benton, and Cole in the 
State of Missouri; and 
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Whereas the board of directors of said cooperative have taken up and consid- 
ered the recommendations of the Hoover Commission report relating to water 
resources and power; and 

Whereas it is deemed that recommendations 9 to 15 are detrimental to the 
rural electrification program in general and the members of said cooperative; 
and 

Whereas Co-Mo Electric Cooperative, Inc., receives a part and portion of its 
power from Central Electric Power Cooperative, and if said recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission report were put in effect it would result in an increase 
in Federal power rates which would be detrimental to all rural electrification 
cooperatives which receive power from Federal power sources ; and 

Whereas the preference clause would be destroyed and the rural electric coop- 
eratives would be left to the mercy of private power companies; and 

Whereas all of the rural electric cooperatives in this area are dependent upon 
the Southwestern Power Administration for Federal power in order to secure 
said power at reasonable cost, and the ability to secure low cost power is essential 
to the welfare of the farmers in this area: It is 

Resolwed, That Co-Mo Electric Cooperative, Inc., register its opposition to 
recommendations 9 through 15 of the Hoover Commission report as being detri- 
mental to the Federal power program and thereby harmful to this cooperative 
and the other rural electric cooperatives in this area; and be it further 

Resolved, That Co-Mo Blectrie Cooperative, Inc., go on record as opposing 
recommendations 36, 42, 43, 44, and 46, of the Hoover Commission Report on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government in as much as said 
recommendations effect the present organization of the Rural Electrification 
Administration which has performed such outstanding services for the rural 
people of America ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the two United States 
Senators from Missouri and the 11 Members of the House of Representatives 
from Missouri. 

CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY 


I, Warren A. Pettigrew, certify that I am the secretary of Co-Mo Electric 


Cooperative, Inc., and that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy 
of a resolution duly adopted at a regular meeting of the board of directors of 
said cooperative properly held on December 21, 1955, and that said resolution 
has not been rescinded or modified. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
cooperative this 18th day of January 1956. 


{sEAL] WarreEN A. Petricrew, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION No. 4, DECEMBER 19, 1955 


The board of directors of Barry Electric Cooperative which serves approxi- 
mately 3,600 members have considered the recommendation of the Hoover Com- 
mission report relating to water resources and power; and 

Whereas the Barry Electric Cooperative is dependent on the Southwest Power 
Administration for power and energy to serve its members; and 

Whereas resolution 9 through 15 of said report if adopted by Congress would 
result in an increase of rates in power and energy supplied by the Southwest 
Power Administration; and 

Whereas low cost electric power is necessary for the economy and production 
of our rural residents in this area; It is therefore 

Resolved, That the Barry Electric Cooperative oppose recommendations 9 
through 15 relating to water resources and power recommended in the Hoover 
report; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Barry Electric Cooperative oppose recommendations 36, 42, 
43, 44, and 46 of the Hoover Commission Report on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government as such recommendation would affect the present 
organization of the Rural Electrification Administration which we believe to be 
the most effective way to serve rural America with electric power. 


CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY 


I, E. K. Horine, certify that I am the secretary of the Barry Electric Co- 
operative and that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolu- 
tion duly adopted at a regular meeting of the board of directors of said coopera- 





ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 1977 


tive properly held on December 19, 1955, and that said resolution has not been 
rescinded or modified. 


In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
cooperative this 19th day of December 1955. 


[SEAL] B. K. Horrng, Secretary. 


CENTRAL MIssouRI ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., 
Sedalia, Mo., January 12, 1956. 
Hon. RosBeEerT JONES, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power, 
House Committee on Government Operations, Washington 25, D.C. 


Dear Sir: Attached please find three copies of the board resolution adopted 
by the Central Missouri Electric Cooperative, Inc. at the regular board meeting 
held on December 13, 1955. 

I am sure that you realize the importance of water resources and development 
to the rural people of America and I am sure that we can count on your good 
offices to uphold us in the progressive undertaking of these developments. 

If I can be of any assistance at any future time, please do not hesitate to let 
me know. 

Yours very truly, 
GEorRGE W. Ray, Manager. 


RESOLUTION OF CENTRAL Missourr ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., SEDALIA, Mo. 


Whereas the board of directors of Central Missouri Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
of Sedalia, Mo., has endeavored to make a careful study of the recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission report relating to water resources and power; and 

Whereas it appears to the directors of this cooperative that the adoption of 
recommendations 9 through 15 of said report on water resources and power 
would lead to an increase of rates for Federal power and would hamper, if not 
destroy, the preference now given rural electric cooperatives and municipalities, 
and that the Federal Government would be restricted, if not prohibited, from 
building steam plants to firm up Federal hydropower projects: Therefore be 
it 

Resolved by the board of directors of Central Missouri Electric Cooperative, 
Inc., of Sedalia, Mo., That said cooperative go on record as opposing recom- 
mendations 9 through 15 of the Hoover Commission report relating to water 
resources and power. 

CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY 


I, John M, Sneed, certify that I am the secretary of the Central Missouri 
Electric Cooperative, Inc., and that the above and foregoing is a true and correct 
copy of resolutions duly adopted at a regular meeting of the board of directors 
of said cooperative properly held on December 13, 1955, and that said resolu- 
tions have not been rescinded or modified. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the sea) of the 
cooperative this 6th day of January 1956. 

[Sear] Joun M. SNEED, Secretary. 


Brack River ELeECTRIc COOPERATIVE, 
Ironton, Mo., January 11, 1956. 
Hon. Rosert Jones, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power, 
House Committee on Government Operations, Washington 25, D. C. 
Dear Mr. JONES: At a meeting of the board of directors of Black River Electric 
Cooperative held December 28, 1955, the recommendations in the Hoover Com- 
mission report were discussed and because of the damaging effect these recom- 
mendations would have, if carried out, on the rural electric cooperatives in this 
area, the board of directors unanimously passed the attached resolution and 
requested that I mail you a certified copy. 
Yours respectfully, 
JAMES M, STEPHENSON, Manager. 
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RESOLUTION 


A general discussion was had as to the Hoover Commission report. After a 
full discussion upon motion duly made and seconded, the following resolution 
was unanimously adopted: 

“Whereas the board of directors of Black River Electric Cooperative have 
fully discussed and considered the Hoover Commission report as it pertains 
to the rural electric cooperatives and their Federal power interests; and 

“Whereas the adoption of the Hoover Commission recommendations would 
increase the rates for Federal power, would destroy the preference clause, and 
would prevent the Federal Government from building generation and trans- 
mission facilities or making loans to cooperatives for the construction of same, 
all of which would result in higher power costs and be a burden to the rural 
electric cooperatives and their members: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors of Black River Electric Cooperative op- 
pose the Hoover Commission’s report as it pertains to the rural electric coopera- 
tives and their Federal power interests; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be mailed to Robert E. Jones, 
chairman, Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power; Senator 
Stuart Symington; Senator Thomas C. Hennings; Congressman (10th District) 
Paul C. Jones; and Congressman (8th District) A. 8. J. Carnahan. 


CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY 


I, E. D. W. Baker, secretary of Black River Electric Cooperative, hereby 
certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolution adopted by the board of 
directors of Black River Electric Cooperative at its regular meeting held De- 
cember 28, 1955. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
cooperative this 4th day of January 1956. 

BE. D. W. Baker, Secretary. 


Boone ELectric COOPERATIVE 
COLUMBIA, MO. 


CERTIFICATION OF SECRETARY 


I, Weaden Hawkins, certify that I am the secretary of the Boone Electric 
Cooperative and that the following is a true and correct copy of a resolution 
duly adopted at a regular meeting of the board of directors of said cooperative 
properly held on December 14, 1955. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
cooperative this 15th day of December 1955. 

[SEAL] Weaven Hawkins, Secretary. 


The recommendations of the Hoover Commission report relating to water 
resources and power and to the organization of the executive branch of the 
Federal Government as they pertain to the Rural Electrification Administration 
were considered and discussed at length after which the following resolution was 
unanimously adopted: 

“Resolved, That Boone Electric Cooperative strenously opposes recommenda- 
tions 9 through 15 contained in the Hoover Commission report for the reason 
that their adoption would curtail the amount of low-cost power available to 
rural electric cooperatives by destroying the preference clause, preventing the 
construction of steam plants to firm hydro power and would give to the private 
utilities the generation of electric power in multipurpose dams; would increase 
the cost of power by increasing the amount of interest paid on capital invest- 
ment ; and be it further 

“Resolved, That recommendations 36, 42, 43, 44, and 46 relating to the organiza- 
tion of the executive branch of the Government as they relate to the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration be vigorously opposed for the reason that it would 
in effect terminate the Rural Electrification Administration which has been so 
successful in establishing rural electrification in the rural areas of this country 
at little or no cost to the Government.” 


(The following resolutions were received after the close of the 
hearing :) 


mair 


plan 





ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 1979 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas approximately 230,000 rural consumers in Missouri, through their 
rural electric cooperatives, have developed comprehensive plans for coordinated 
= of the federally produced, hydroelectric power from multipurpose dams; 
an 

Whereas the feasibility of hundreds of millions of dollars in Government loans 
to generation and transmission cooperatives, and distribution cooperatives, is 
predicated on contracts executed in 1950 with the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration, incorporating these plans; and 

Whereas adoption of recommendations 9 through 15 of the Hoover Commis- 
sion Report on Water Resources and Power would, in effect, eventually result in 
a complete abrogation of these contracts by— 

(1) Pricing Federal power out of the market for rural electric coopera- 
tives through increased rates (recommendation No. 9). 

(2) Force interconnection of Federal power projects with commercial 
companies, placing preference customers at the complete mercy of the com- 
panies (recommendation No. 10). 

(3) Annihilate the bargaining position of the rural electric cooperatives 
in the wholesale power market through the total destruction of the so-called 
preference clause (recommendation No. 11). 

(4) Make possible, and most likely, a total consolidation of power in what 
is already a monopolistic industry by giving the power producing components 
of the multipurpose projects to the companies, who, in turn, would make 
huge profits by selling the people their own power (recommendation No. 15) ; 

and 

Whereas adoption of recommendations 36, 42, 43, 44, and 46 of the Hoover 
Commission Report on the Organization of the Executive Branch of the Gov- 
ernment would force the rural electric cooperatives into the open money market, 
increasing their interest rates from the present 2 percent to from 4.8 to 6 per- 
cent and, in the words of the REA Administrator, Ancher Nelsen, create a 
situation where “REA would be unable to accomplish the objectives in rural 
electrification and rural telephony which have been established by the Con- 
gress”: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors of the Missouri State Rural Electrifi- 
cation Association, representing 438 rural electric cooperatives, in special session 
this 8th day of November 1955, urgently request the Congress of the United 
States to reject recommendations 9 through 15 of the Hoover Commission Report 
on Water Resources and Power, and recommendations 36, 42, 43, 44, and 46, on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to Congressman Robert Jones, 
chairman of the Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power, and all 
members of the Missouri congressional delegation. 


RESOLUTION OF CALLAWAY ELeEectric COOPERATIVE, FULTON, Mo. 


Whereas the board of directors of the Callaway Electric Cooperative, Fulton, 
Mo., have considered the recommendations of the Hoover Commission report 
relating to water resources and power; and 

Whereas the recommendations 9 through 15 in the Report on Water Resources 
and Power pertain to the Federal power program with such recommendation 
adversely affecting this cooperative and its rural members; and 

Whereas the adoption of these recommendations would result in an increase of 
rates for Federal power which would be further a burden to the rural members 
of this cooperative, who are now burdened with other increased costs and de- 
clining income; and 

Whereas these recommendations would destroy the preference clause which 
would leave the rural people in this area at the mercy of the private power 
monopoly, who have not been interested in the rural people in the past and whose 
main interest is monopoly and excessive profits; and 

Whereas it would prevent the Federal Government from building steam 
plants and transmission lines for firming Federal hydropower and would turn 
over power facilities in multipurpose dams to the private power companies; and 

Whereas this cooperative is dependent upon the Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration for Federal power in order to obtain low-cost pow er so necessary to the 
economy of this rural area: Therefore be it 





1980 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


Resolved, That the Callaway Electric Cooperative oppose the recommendations 
9 through 15 relating to the water resources and power as it will be harmful 
to the rural people of this area ; be it further 

Resolved, That the Callaway Blectric Cooperative oppose recommendations 36, 
42, 48, 44, and 46, of the Hoover Commission Report on Organization of the Execu- 
tive Branch of the Government for the adoption of these recommendations would 
destroy the effectiveness and efficiency of the Rural Electrification Administra- 
tion ; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to Senator Thomas C. 
Hennings, Senator Stuart Symington, and Congressman Clarence Cannon. 


CERTIFICATION OF SECRETARY 


I, M. A. Gibson, certify that I am the secretary of the Callaway Electric Co- 
operative and that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolu- 
tion duly adopted at a regular meeting of the board of directors of said coopera- 
tive, properly held on December 20, 1955, and that said resolution has not been 
rescinded or modified. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
cooperative the 20th day of December 1955. ' 

[SEAL] M. A. Grsson, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the board of directors of the Central Hlectric Power Cooperative have 
considered the recommendations of the Hoover Commission report relating to 
water resources and power; and 

Whereas the recommendations 9 through 15 in the report on water resources 
and power pertain to the Federal power program with such recommendations 
adversely affecting the rural electrification program and the rural members of 
said cooperatives; and 

Whereas the result of the adoption of these recommendations would be to 
increase the rates for Federal power which would in turn be a burden to the 
rural electrification cooperatives and their members; and 

Whereas it would destroy the preference clause which would result in rural 
America and some portions of urban America being left to the mercy of the 
private electric power monopoly whose main interest is excessive profits; and 

Whereas it would result in preventing the Federal Government from building 
steam plants for firming Federal hydropower and from building power facilities 
in multipurpose dams by turning it over to the exploitation of the private power 
companies ; and 

Whereas the rural electric cooperatives in this area are dependent upon the 
Southwestern Power Administration for Federal power in order to obtain low 
cost power; and 

Whereas the necessity for low-cost power is eSsential to the economy of the 
rural residents in this area: It is 

Resolved, That the Central Electric Power Cooperative oppose the recommenda- 
tions 9 through 15 relating to the water resources and power as it will be detri- 
mental to the Federal power program and in turn harmful to rural customers of 
the rural electrification cooperatives; be it further 

Resolved, That the Central Electric Power Cooperative oppose recommenda- 
tions 36, 42, 43, 44, and 46, of the Hoover Commission Report on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government as such recommendations affect the 
present organization of the Rural Electrification Administration which has been 
effective and efficient. 


CERTIFICATION OF SECRETARY 


I, J. C. Omer, certify that I am the secretary of the Central Electric Power 
Cooperative and that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of a 
resolution duly adopted at a regular meeting of the board of directors of said 
cooperative properly held on December 5, 1955, and that said resolution has not 
been rescinded or modified. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
cooperative this 5th day of December 1955. 


[SEAL] J. C. Omer, Secretary. 
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NogtHwest Missourr ELectric Co-OPERATIVE, 
Savannah, Mo., December 16, 1955. 
Hon. RoBert JONES, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power, 
House Committee on Government Operations, Washington, D. C. 


Deak Sir: The following is an excerpt from the minutes of the meeting of 
the board of directors of the Northwest Missouri Electric Cooperative, Savan- 
nah, Mo., at their regular-board meeting held Thursday afternoon, December 15, 
at 2 p. m.: 

“Be it resolved, That the board of directors of the Northwest Missouri Electric 
Cooperative, Savannah, Mo., representing 4,900 farm consumers of electricity, 
firmly opposes recommendations 9 through 15 in the Report on Water Resources 
and Power; Further That we rigidly oppose recommendations 36, 42, 43, 44, and 
46 of the Hoover Commission Report on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government; and, that in behalf of our 4,900 farm members, we urge 
you to give consideration to our resolution in dealing with the Hoover Com- 
mission report.” 

Very truly yours, 
J. Ray LAMsBRIGHT, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Board of Directors of the North Central Missouri Electric Co- 
operative, Inc., have studied the recommendations of the Hoover Commission 
report pertaining to water resources and power, as recommendations 9 through 
15 in the Report on Water Resources and Power pertain to the Federal power 
program with such recommendations adversely affecting the rural electrification 
program and the rural members of said cooperatives: and 

Whereas if these recommendations should be adopted, the result would be to 
increase the rates for Federal power and burden the rural electrification co- 
operatives and their members; and, it would destroy the preference clause 
which would result in rural America and some portions of urban America being 
left to the mercy of the private electric power monopoly whose main interest is 
excessive profits ; and 

Whereas it would result in preventing the Federal Government from building 
necessary steam plants for firming Federal hydropower and from building power 
facilities in multipurpose dams by turning it over to the exploitation of the 
private power companies ; and 

Whereas in this area the rural electric cooperatives are depending upon the 
Southwestern Power Administartion for Federal power that they may purchase 
he low-cost power so necessary to them; it is 

Resolwed, That the North Central Missouri Electric Cooperative, Inc., oppose 
the recommendations 9 through 15 as they relate to water resources and power 
as it will be detrimental to the Federal power program and in turn harm the 
rural electrification cooperatives through their membership; be it further 

Resolwed, That the North Central Missouri Electric Cooperative, Inc., oppose 
recommendations 36, 42, 43, 44, and 46, of the Hoover Commission Report on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government as such recommenda- 
tions affect the present organization of the Rural Electrification Administration 
which has been effective and efficient. 


CERTIFICATION OF SECRETARY 


I, BE. L. Morris, certify that I am the secretary of the North Central Missouri 
electric Cooperative, Inc., and that the above and foregoing is a true and correct 
copy of a resolution duly adopted at a regular meeting of the board of directors 
of said cooperative properly held on December 15, 1955, and that resolution has 
not been rescinded or modified. 

In witness whereof I have hereunder set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
Cooperative this 15th day of December 1955. 


[SEAL] E. L. Morris, Secretary. 
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. FARMERS’ ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., 
Chillicothe, Mo., December 22, 1955. 
Hon. Roserr JONEs, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power, 
House Committee on Government Operations, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN JoNES: Attached is a certified copy of the resolution as 
passed by our board of directors at their regular board meeting held on Tuesday, 
December 20, 1955. As you will note, it is in opposition to the Hoover recom- 
mendations, specifically with respect to water resources and power and also 
with respect to organization of the executive branch of the Government. We are 
furnishing you with this resolution so that you may know the attitude of our 
board of directors and at the same time, we request that it be included as a 
part of the material which has been furnished you relative to the Hoover Com- 
mission reports. 

Yours very truly, 
FARMERS’ ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., 
Ernest C. Woop, Manager. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Hoover Commission, in its Report on Water Resources and Power, 
has made recommendations (especially 2 and 3 and 9 through 15), substantially 
as follows: 

1. Virtual decrease of congressional review and jurisdiction concerning water 
resource and power projects through increased authority to be vested in the 
executive branch of the Federal Government and establishment of one or more 
additional Federal agencies. 

2. Abolishment of the nonprofit concept of electric utility operation, through 
additional financial requirements imposed upon Federal projects, even beyond 
those normally required of commercial electric utilities. 

3. Destruction of the preference clause and vesting an absolute monopoly of 
the electric utility industry in the commercial electric companies by denying the 
firming up of hydro projects through Federal construction of steam plants, 
through denying Federal construction of transmission lines to distribute Federal 
power to areas of use and by giveaways of hydro resources to the commercial 
utilities through so-called partnership installations ; and 

Whereas rural electric cooperatives in Missouri, and in the southwest area, are 
dependent upon their integration contracts with the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration to assure a source of low-cost wholesale power all predicated on a 
nonprofit partnership between the farmers and their Federal Government: 
Now, be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors of Farmers’ Electric Cooperative does 
hereby go on record in complete opposition to the Hoover Commission Report 
on Water Resources and Power, especially recommendations 2, 3, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, and 15, as being undemocratic and designed to completely destroy the Federal 
power program and establish a commercial, noncompetitive, power monopoly ; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the board of directors of Farmers’ Electric Cooperative does 
hereby express opposition to the Hoover Commission Report on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government as directed at the Rural Electrification 
Administration program, in recommendations 36, 42, 43, 44 and 46, inasmuch as 
the REA program has fulfilled an urgent need in an efficient manner and with 
popular acceptance; and be it further 

Resolwed, That a copy of this resolution be furnished to Missouri’s 2 United 
States Senators and 11 members of the House of Representatives and other in- 
terested persons. 


CERTIFICATION 


I, R. P. Morrison, hereby certify that I am the duly elected and qualified secre- 
tary of Farmers’ Electric Cooperative, Inc., a corporation, and that the above and 
foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by the board of 
directors of said cooperative at a regular meeting of the board of directors held 
on December 20, 1955, at which time a quorum was present. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of said 
cooperative this 20th day of December 1955. 


R. P. Morrison, Secretary. 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas this board, on behalf of the members of this cooperative, and all 
other cooperatives, is vitally interested in sources of low-cost power, and is 
particularly interested in the Southwestern Power Administration as a source of 
power; and 

Whereas this board, after a study of the recommendations contained in the 
Report on Water Resources and Power of the Hoover Commission, as such rec- 
ommendations pertain to rural electrification, is of the firm opinion that such 
recommendations are highly detrimental to the rural electrification program in 
that under the procedure recommended preference clauses for power RHA coops, 
municipalities, and other governmental units would be destroyed; and, further, 
in that steam plants could not be built to firm hydroelectric power and sold to co- 
operatives; and, further, power facilities in multipurpose dams would be denied 
rural electric cooperatives and other local municipal units: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That this board go on record as opposing said recommendations, same 
being recommendations 9 through 15 relating to water resources and power, be- 
cause such recommendations are, if put into effect, very harmful and destructive 
to rural electric cooperatives ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That copies of this recommendation be sent to the Honorable Thomas 
Hennings, Jr., and the Honorable Stuart Symington, Senators from Missouri, 
and to the Honorable George Christopher, Congressman from this district. 

I, Albert C. Venter, Secretary of Sac Osage Electric Cooperative, El Dorado 
Springs, Mo., hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and complete copy 
of resolution duly adopted at meeting of board of directors of Sac Osage Elec- 
tric Cooperative held on December 19, 1955. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand as Secretary and affixed the 
seal of said cooperative this 22d day of December 1955. 

ALBERT C. VENTER, 
Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Resolved, That the board of directors of the Barton County Electric Co- 
operative, Inc., in regular meeting this 21st day of November 1955, and repre 
senting 3,800 rural electric cooperative members, do hereby express their op- 
position to the Hoover Commission recommendations on water resources and 
power as it affects the rural electrification program; and be it further 

Resolved, That we also unalterably oppose the Hoover Commission recom- 
mendation on the Rural Electrification Administration. 

A copy of this resolution to be furnished the special subcommittee of the full 
House Committee on Government Operations to be presented at the hearing in 
St. Louis on Monday, November 28, 1955. 

I, L. L. Wolf, secretary of the Barton County Electric Cooperative, Inc., do 
hereby certify that the above is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted 
by the board of directors November 21, 1955, at their regular meeting. 


[CORPORATE SEAL] L. L. Wor, Secretary. 


N. W. Exectric Power CooperRATive, INc., 
CAMERON, Mo., December 27, 1955. 
Hon. Ropert JONES, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power, 
House Committee on Government Operations, 
Washington, D. C.: 


At the last meeting of the board of directors of N. W. Electric Power Coopera- 
tive, Inc., held at Cameron, Mo., on December 21, 1955, the following resolution 
was unanimously adopted. 

The board of directors, after reviewing in full the report and recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission relating to water resources and power, find that the 
said Hoover Commission report is very detrimental to the best interests of the 
rural electrification program, including the Rural Electrification Administra- 
tion. It would also tend to destroy the preference clause which has been of such 
great benefit to the farmers of the Southwest and tend to increase the cost of 
electric energy to the farm families in the Southwest. 
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Therefore, the following resolution was unanimously adopted by the Board of 
Directors on said date: 

Be it resolved, That the board of directors of N. W. Electric Power Cooperative, 
Inc., representing 8 electric distribution cooperatives serving some 35,000 farm 
families in northwest Missouri, strongly oppose the following sections of the 
Hoover Commission report relating to the Rural Electrification Administration 
and program, said sections being 9, 10, 11, 15, and 36, 42, 48, 44, and 46. 


CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY 


I, Clem Cleeton, do hereby certify that I am assistant secretary of N. W. Elec- 
tric Power Cooperative, Inc.; that the above and foregoing is a true copy of the 
transcript of the proceedings and resolutions adopted by the board of directors 
ef said federation December 21, 1955, relating to resolution opposing sections 9, 
10, 11, 15, and 36, 42, 43, 44, and 46 of the Hoover Commission report relating to 
REA and program, that said resolution has not been rescinded or modified in 
any respect; and that at said directors’ meeting, a quorum of the directors of 
the federation were present and acted throughout. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand as assistant secretary of 
N. W. Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., and affixed the seal thereof, this 21st day 
of December 1955. 


[SEAL ] CLEM CLEETON, Assistant Secretary. 
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